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ABSTRACT
SHARED FOCUS/COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY: THE LIVED EXPERIENCE OF
EDUCATORS AS MEMBERS OF A DATA TEAM IN A CONNECTICUT PUBLIC
HIGH SCHOOL
SEPTEMBER 2016
ABBIE J. LAREAU, B.A., PROVIDENCE COLLEGE
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Linda Griffin
This study explores the experiences of five high school English Teachers in a
Connecticut public school acting as an Instructional Data Team as prescribed by the
Connecticut Accountability for Learning (CALI) model. Data Teams are teams of
educators that participate in collaborative, structured, scheduled meetings, which focus
on the effectiveness of teaching as determined by student achievement. Data Teams
adhere to continuous improvement cycles, analyze trends, and determine strategies to
facilitate analysis that results in action. Data Teams can occur at the state, district, school
and instructional level. In order to explore the experiences of my participants, I used
qualitative case study design to gather data through in-depth interviews, document
review, and observations of the Data Team. Analysis of the data revealed that although
each participant had a unique experience as a member of a Data Team, all shared many
perspectives in common. Six themes that emerged throughout the interviews were:
collaboration, shared leadership, organizational conditions, standards-based
education, assessment, and self-efficacy. The study points to recommendations for
districts, schools, and policy makers who are hoping to train, support, and retain teachers.
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The study offers suggestions for future research on Data Teams as one strategy for school
and district improvement.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Without continual growth and progress, such words as improvement,
achievement, and success have no meaning
—Benjamin Franklin
Currently in America, there exists a crisis of confidence in public education. Our
nation’s ability to compete globally is being compromised by poor math and science
results as well as low literacy rates. American students rank 17th and 25th respectively in
comparisons to 34 industrialized nations in science and mathematics. The latest reading
data indicate that American fifteen-year-olds ranked 14th out of 34 nations worldwide
(OECD, 2011). These tenuous academic standings take on practical urgency when we
consider education reform. This crisis has begun to seep into our national consciousness.
An educational system that was once hailed as a beacon of excellence in the world is now
perceived as a dimming shadow of academic mediocrity. Although this is a
contemporary predicament, declining public confidence has long served as a catalyst for
educational reform.
Beginning with the publication of A Nation at Risk (United States, 1983) over 30
years ago, America became painfully acquainted with the fact that its education system
was no longer number one in the world. The report revealed declining SAT scores,
decreasing literacy rates among high school students, and increasing remediation needs in
college. The report painted a grim picture of the state of education in America in the
early nineteen eighties. As a response to that report, reform efforts such as the Goals
2000 Act, begun in 1989 signed in 1994 (Goals, 1994), and the Improving America’s
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Schools Act (1994) sought to increase rigor and equity in schools by requiring states to
develop academic content standards for all students as well as decentralizing decisionmaking power. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) upped the ante by
requiring states to assess and measure progress towards meeting the content standards
that they had established. Reporting of data was also expanded to include more grade
levels; all students in grades 3-8 would now be tested, and students would be tested once
in high school. The data from these assessments were made public. The adoption of
national Common Core State Standards (CCSS) (National Governors Association, 2010)
which are internationally benchmarked is one of the latest developments in the trend to
increase rigor and ensure student readiness for college and careers. Most recently, on
December 10, 2015, President Obama signed into law the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) (Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), 2015), reauthorizing the 50 year-old
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) with a bipartisan commitment to
ensuring equal access and opportunity for all students. Among notable provisions in the
law, ESSA “requires—for the first time—that all students in America be taught to high
academic standards that will prepare them to succeed in college and careers.” (Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), n.d., ESSA Highlights, para. 2).
The 21st century American education system emphasizes accountability and
transparency. As a result, American citizens are better informed about the state of
education, and school systems are more accountable. Fifteen years after NCLB, and over
three decades after A Nation at Risk, however, the United States is still lagging behind in
international performance, and it is still struggling with its own domestic achievement
gaps (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). The world has moved from an industrial age
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to an information age consisting of knowledge societies, and the United States is still
behind in preparing students to compete against other knowledge workers in a global
system.
The 21st century classroom is intimidating for many educators. Many students are
ill-prepared and fall further and further behind. For decades, it has been daunting to
attempt to close this gap. Many teachers are not confident in their ability to prepare
students in contemporary society. In a recent survey, only one in five teachers polled
indicated that they felt well-prepared to work in a modern classroom (U.S. Department of
Education, 1999). The American public is not very confident in its teaching force and
neither are many of the teachers themselves.
How do we restore confidence when only 18% of Americans would give public
schools the grade of A or B. For those who did not give the nation’s schools an A, the
primary recommendation to get an A was to “improve the quality of teaching” (Bushaw
& Lopez, 2010). This sentiment is echoed in past studies that show that the teachers have
a direct impact on learning (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001; Hattie, 2008; Wright,
Horn, & Sanders, 1997; RAND Corporation, 2012). Teacher quality, a teacher’s general
intelligence, content specific expertise, and capacity to engage students in learning makes
a difference in student performance (Tucker, 2011). Teacher knowledge of student
culture, socio-economic status, and world view is an additional factor in the making of
better teachers (Fiedler, 2008). In fact, one study contends that, “More can be done to
improve education by improving the effectiveness of teachers than by any other single
factor” (Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997, p.63).
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Effective teachers and effective schools matter (Hattie, 2003; Rowe, 2003). No
one can argue that the current U.S. public education system needs revision, but the
approaches to do so are continuously being debated (Tucker, 2011). In order to improve
the state of American schooling and thus the quality of teaching within it, we need to
look at best practices.
Learning Forward (formerly the National Staff Development Council) released
the newly revised Standards for Professional Learning in July 2011. These standards
outline “the characteristics of professional learning that lead to effective teaching
practices, supportive leadership, and improved student results.” (Learning Forward, 2011,
para. 1). According to Learning Forward, professional learning is guided by seven
standards: a) learning communities, b) leadership, c) resources, d) data, e) learning
designs, f) implementation, and g) outcomes.
Professional development that is aligned to these standards offers the most
potential for learning. One practice currently being recommended in the field which
considers several of the Standards for Professional Learning is the implementation of
collaborative Data Teams in schools. Learning Forward (2011) lists learning
communities as the first standard requirement for school improvement.
Collaborative Data Teams are organized within the context of a learning
community that reviews data, implements learning designs, and monitors student learning
outcomes. There is a strong belief that collaborative practice and collective responsibility
in the workplace have the potential to improve professional practices and ultimately
increase learning outcomes (Johnson, 2010; Leana, 2010; Learning Forward, 2011;
McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006). Collaborative teaming and professional learning
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communities are proving to be important, job-embedded professional development
opportunities for teachers (DuFour, 2004). Collaborative teams and professional learning
communities have evolved to include purposeful analysis of data and a plan for adult
actions to address the problems of practice in the school (Boudett, City, & Murnane,
2005; Love, 2008; Reeves, 2002, Reeves, 2004a, Reeves, 2004b).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative case study is to explore and understand the lived
experiences of educators who are members of an eleventh-grade, English Instructional
Data Team in an urban high school in Connecticut.
I attempt to fully understand the individual feelings, responsibilities, and meaning
that educators experience as members of Instructional Data Teams utilizing a particular
model. I specifically explore teachers’ experiences within collaborative teams known as
“Data Teams” (Besser, Anderson-Davis, & Peery, 2006; Reeves, 2002; Reeves, 2003a;
Reeves, 2003b; Reeves, 2004a; Reeves, 2004b; Reeves, 2008) as they currently operate
in the state of Connecticut as part of the Connecticut Accountability for Learning
Initiative (CALI).
Data Teams as defined by CALI (2011) are:
Teams of educators that participate in collaborative, structured, scheduled
meetings, which focus on the effectiveness of teaching as determined by student
achievement. Data Teams adhere to continuous improvement cycles, analyze
trends, and determine strategies to facilitate analysis that results in action. (p.2)
The Data Teams follow a prescribed structure (see Appendix A for structure) and
process as a means of charting, analyzing, and strategizing about collected data (Besser,
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Anderson-Davis, & Peery, 2006; Reeves, 2002; Reeves, 2004a; Reeves, 2004b). This
study explores how this type of collaboration, using the Data Teams structure and
process, influences professional practice.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for this study uses a constructivist lens and focuses
primarily on social capital theory (Leana, 2010), situated learning theory and
communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991), as well as systems theory (Senge,
1990). The theoretical framework evolved from a previous pilot study including
participants from three different levels (elementary, middle, and high school) in two
different settings (urban and suburban) participating on Data Teams in Connecticut
public schools. Through phenomenological interviews with the participants, it became
clear that being a part of a Data Team had several effects on practice. The data revealed
that while each participant had a unique experience as a member of a Data Team, all
shared many perspectives in common. Six themes that emerged throughout the
interviews were: a) collaboration, b) shared leadership, c) organizational conditions, d)
standards-based practice, e) assessment, and f) self-efficacy.
The importance of the pilot study reveal that Data Teams provide a structured,
continuous, and collaborative process for teachers to share celebrations and challenges
around teaching and learning. The importance of collective practice, social capital, and
peer power that the Data Team structure provides resonated with participants as critical
supports to their work. Teachers felt empowered by Data Teams and reported an
increased sense of self-efficacy in navigating the work of the 21st century teacher in the
current educational milieu.
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By focusing now on one specific Data Team utilizing a set of specific standards,
the grade eleven CCSS for literacy to guide their work, I will be able to explore the
relationship between collaborative efforts, changes in practice, and perceptions of
support.
The Research Questions
The research questions upon which I focus in this study are:
1)

What is the experience of being a member of a Data Team?

2)

How does collaborative practice in the form of Data Teams, that uses the

CALI module, impact professional learning?
Significance of the Study
Education reform has proven that change is the only constant. This study is
important in describing one way of battling initiative fatigue. New teacher evaluation
models, adoption and implementation of the CCSS, and understanding a new student
assessment system to evaluate the standards is a great deal of learning that cannot be
understood in isolation. Many teachers are stressed. A decrease in educator morale and
stagnant student outcomes is now coupled with an increase in expectations,
accountability, and rigor for students and teachers. The need for collaboration is greater
than ever, yet it does not appear to be increasing. A recent Met Life survey (2013)
revealed that more than six out of ten teachers said that time to collaborate with other
teachers has decreased or stayed the same in 2012 as compared to 2011.
Data Teams rely on collaboration and require the organizational conditions and
support in which to meet. This study is important in revealing the imperative for
collaborative teams as a model of job-embedded professional development. In addition,
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this study will add to the extant research about collaborative practice and professional
learning communities by focusing on the concept of “Data Teams”. Highlighting one
Data Team that was involved in a state wide improvement initiative utilizing a specific
model will also inform the research.
Another significant contribution of the study will be to demonstrate how
collaborative Data Teams have the power to not only change instructional practice
(Brownell, Adams, Sindelar, Waldron, & Vanhover, 2006), but also to precisely align
practice with new curricular standards and new assessments. Data Teams offer in-depth,
ongoing cycles of continuous improvement for teachers and students. The study also
sheds light on Data Teams as a vehicle for generating teacher evidence aligned to
standards, indicators, and elements included in educator evaluation. Professional practice
goals for educators and indicators of academic growth and development for students can
both be monitored via Data Teams.
When teachers can routinely engage in structured discourse about the complexity
of their work in the 21st century and examine student data in an effort to increase student
outcomes through improved practice, they come to see their work as purposeful,
valuable, and substantive. Data Teams may offer one approach to “professionalize”
teaching.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Research is formalized curiosity. It is poking and prying with a purpose.
—Zora Neale Hurston, Dust Tracks on a Road, 1942
The term “Data Team” refers to one type of collaborative team operating as a
professional learning community at the district, school, or instructional level. For the
purpose of this study, Data Teams will be defined as “teams of educators that participate
in collaborative, structured, scheduled meetings, which focus on the effectiveness of
teaching as determined by student achievement. Data Teams adhere to continuous
improvement cycles, analyze trends and determine strategies to facilitate analysis that
results in action” (CALI, 2011). In this review, the researcher will:


Provide a historical view of teacher collaboration, learning communities, and
the link to professional development



Propose a theoretical background of learning communities and collaboration



Review the extent empirical research on data use and Data Teams



Discuss federal and local legislation as it relates to Data Teams development
in the Connecticut Public Schools.

Historical View of Teacher Collaboration, Learning Communities, and the Link to
Professional Development
Overcoming a tradition of teacher isolation in America is the first step to
implementing collaborative practice. Teaching has enjoyed a long history of autonomy
and isolation in America. What began as complete isolation as the only teacher in the
one-room schoolhouse, evolved into a larger working environment with several
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compartmentalized classrooms where teachers spent the majority, if not all, of their work
day. The classroom is the teacher’s workspace and generally, that meant working alone.
As Dan Lortie suggests in Schoolteacher (1975), teachers exist in an egg crate
each one protected and divided by a casing. When the teacher closes the door, she is on
her own. Isolation engenders competition, loneliness, fear, inequity, and inconsistencies
in the classroom. In some cases, it can even engender indifference (Schmoker, 1996).
The lack of accountability and feedback according to Schmoker, are generally what cause
apathetic feelings among teachers. Teacher isolation is one of the most formidable
roadblocks to ensuring that students learn at high levels and that teachers feel a sense of
community, caring, support, and professionalism. Limited interactions and feedback with
peers or administrators have contributed to teacher isolation, and they report it as one of
the greatest sources of dissatisfaction with the profession (Poplin & Weeres, 1992).
This isolation does not have to continue. As Roland Barth (1991) suggested:
“God didn't create self-contained classrooms, 50-minute periods, and subjects taught in
isolation. We did—because we find working alone safer than and preferable to working
together.” (pp. 126–127). Many teachers prefer “shutting the door and teaching their
way”. Over the last few decades, this preferred seclusion has begun to change. Lortie’s
(1975) notion of the “egg crate mentality of teaching” has begun to crack. Teachers are
beginning to leave their doors open rather than shutting them all the way. In an attempt
to move from the egg crate to the omelet, from closed-door to open-door policies, many
conditions will have to change, such as providing teachers with opportunities to meet and
supplying them with the skills they need to make such meetings productive.
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Going from a culture of isolation and privacy, which prevents teachers from
getting together, to collaborative cultures in which teachers seek fellowship and
collaborative inquiry takes time, practice, and support (Little, 2003). The origin of the
word collaboration comes from the Latin collaborare, meaning to “co- labor”, to work
together. Collaboration is difficult and important work; it will not magically occur by
providing seats around a table and simply bringing people together (Supovitz, 2002).
Collaboration is not merely cooperation but serious, deep, meaningful, transformative
work (Hord, 1997). For too long, teachers have had little to no collaborative experiences
in their day-to-day interactions and responsibilities at school (Lortie, 1975; Schmoker,
2006). Richard Elmore (2000) highlights collaboration as critical to the school
improvement process by noting that “schools that are improving directly and explicitly
confront the issue of isolation” (p.32). Moving from high levels of independence to
increased levels of interdependence is a paradigm shift for many educators. As Megan
Tshannen-Moran (2001) states, “For teachers to break down norms of isolation and to
sacrifice some of the autonomy they value so highly in order to reap the potential benefits
of greater collaboration they must trust their colleagues” (p. 311). Educator collaboration
as a reform effort has the potential to improve teaching and learning. Judith Warren
Little (2003) asserts that “a central interest in teacher collaboration or community resides
in its potential for all teachers to learn from and with one another in ways that support
instructional improvement” (p.931).
There is strength in numbers. As Malcolm Gladwell describes in his book The
Tipping Point (2000), “challenges that would be daunting and impossible if faced alone
are suddenly possible when tackled in a close knit group” (p.264). When applied to
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teaching, the notion of relying on colleagues for support is gaining popularity. Working
alone has limitations. As Fullan (1993) points out, “There is a ceiling effect to how much
we can learn if we keep to ourselves. The ability to collaborate- on both a small and
large scale- is becoming one of the core requisites of the postmodern society” (p.28).
We continue to hear about the importance of collaboration in schools. The
research continues to grow (Fiarman, 2007; Fullan, 2011; Leana, 2010; McLaughlin &
Talbert, 2006; Supovitz, 2002). Engaging as a community of adult learners in an effort to
de-privatize practice and share in improvement efforts is a reform strategy that has been
trending in the last two decades. Balancing individual and collective responsibility by
enriching both personal and group knowledge could benefit teachers. According to King
and Neumann (2001), “To be sure, high quality instruction depends on the competence
and attitudes of each individual teacher. But in addition, teachers’ individual knowledge,
skills, and dispositions must be put into use in an organized collective enterprise” (p.89).
Adults convening to collaborate around teaching and learning is one way to
simultaneously support individual and group learning.
Researchers describe professional learning communities (PLCs) as, “educators
committed to working collaboratively in ongoing processes of collective inquiry and
action research to achieve better results for the students they serve. Professional learning
communities operate under the assumption that the key to improved learning for students
is continuous job-embedded learning for educators” (Dufour, Dufour, Eacker, & Many
2006, p. 217). Professional learning communities are intentional about what they want to
accomplish. Robert Eaker, Rick Dufour, and Rebecca Dufour, (2002) posit four
questions that all discussions in the PLC should center around:
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•

What do we want all students to know and be able to do?

•

How will we know when students have mastered the learning?

•

What do we do when students experience difficulty mastering the learning?

•

What do we do to extend or deepen the students learning if they have already
mastered the learning?

These questions keep the focus on what the adults will do. It is the adult actions
that will change the student outcomes. The focus on adult actions as integral to improved
student outcomes is the central focus of Data Teams as a type of professional learning
community.
Historically, the notion of professional learning communities began to emerge in
the 1960s as researchers began to identify alternatives to teachers working in isolation.
Teacher collaboration and the formation of teacher teams continued to take shape through
the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s with a concomitant increase in research on the topic.
According to Rosenholz (1989), “Learning enriched schools were characterized
by collective commitments in collaborative teams where improvement in teaching is a
collective rather than individual enterprise, and that analysis, evaluation, and
experimentation in concert with colleagues are conditions in which teachers improve”
(p.73). The contention that student learning was a collective rather than an individual
responsibility on the part of their teachers continued to grow throughout the 1990s
(McLaughlin, 1993; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995).
Robert Eaker and Rick and Rebecca Dufour continued to advance the
conversation regarding professional learning communities and the importance of teacher
collaboration in schools into the late 1990s and continue to promote the practice.
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According to Eacker and the Dufours, Professional Learning Communities are the best
way to restructure and re-culture schools (Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Eaker, DuFour &
Dufour, 2002; Dufour, Dufour, & Eaker, 2008).
Learning on the job is one of the most effective forms of professional
development for teachers (Little, 1982). Historically, professional development was
largely marked by external consultants visiting for a marked amount of time, and then
departing unlikely to be seen again with any frequency or regularity.
The need for professional development as embedded, sustained, and ongoing
demonstrates that the days of “drive by” professional development (PD) are decreasing.
Although both external and internal professional development are important in
contributing to professional learning, job-embedded professional development is now
being emphasized. Professional development increased in importance under the NCLB
Act. ESSA (2015) re-emphasizes the tenets that drive “high quality professional
development” as outlined in NCLB. Characteristics among them include sustained,
ongoing, data-driven, research-validated, and collaborative professional development.
The definition of professional development says that educator learning is an integral local
strategy for building educator capacity to help students succeed with high academic
standards. Standards for professional development have also been re-emphasized by
Learning Forward with the creation of newly revised standards that set criteria for
effective practice-based research. The Standards for Professional Learning demonstrate
that “the purpose of professional learning for educators is to develop the knowledge,
skills, practices, and dispositions that they need to help students perform at high levels”

14

(Learning Forward, 2011, p. 1). Professional development guidelines under ESSA are
aligned to the Standards for Professional Learning outlined by Learning Forward.
Learning in Communities is one of three context standards put forth by Learning
Forward in its updated standards for professional learning. By implementing learning
communities, the school will improve by building the internal capacity of the teachers to
provide their own professional development rather than relying on external, intermittent
forces to do so. As Dufour (2004) reminds us, “The best staff development happens in
the workplace not in a workshop” (p. 63). Thomas Guskey (1986) claims that effective
professional development is relevant and practical, demonstrates respect for the learner,
and is self- directed. Data Teams, as one type of professional learning community, offers
the environment for effective professional development to thrive (Reeves, 2002; Besser,
Anderson-Davis, & Peery, 2006).
The knowledge that is constructed through professional development needs to
remain with the staff. The strategies that are discussed on Data Teams are shared
amongst the school. As Michael Fullan (1991) points out, the central purpose of
professional learning is to develop a culture of collaboration that is adaptable to change;
it is not simply to implement isolated instructional innovations. As Fullan (2011) further
contends, focused collaborative practices enable teachers to know and learn from each
other; in addition to leveraging instructional capacity, collaboration can serve as an
effective form of lateral accountability. He emphasizes that whole system reform is only
possible with “peer power”.
The 2010 McKinsey report also highlighted the importance of peer interaction in
the school improvement process noting that as capacity among leaders and teachers
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increase, peers become the greater driving force (Mourshed, Chinezi, & Barber, 2010).
Collaboration that is ongoing embedded, transparent, and transformative allows teachers
to change practice and to share collective responsibility for student learning. As Bolam,
McMahon, Stoll, Thomas, & Wallace (2005) emphasize, “collective responsibility helps
to sustain commitment, puts peer pressure and accountability on those who do not do
their fair share, and eases isolation” (p.8). The evolution in educator attitudes in shifting
from a “my students” to an “our students” mindset assists in emphasizing the moral
imperative required for whole system reform (Fullan, 2011).
Data Teams is a structure (Besser et.al., 2006) that promotes group and individual
accountability and allows for consistent, ongoing peer interaction which provides the
power to fuel school reform.
Collaboration is an integral component of a Data Team, and an important
characteristic of 21st century learning. Cheryl Lemke and Barbara Lesley (2009)
emphasizes the value of collaboration in the contemporary classroom. They cite Kai
Hakkarainen’s (2004) three types of learning critical for teachers: learning as acquisition
by the individual, learning through participation in a social community, and learning as
collaborative knowledge creation. In addition, the authors take note of the tripartite
learning (Darling-Hammond, & Bransford, 2005) that occurs in a professional learning
community: knowledge for practice, knowledge in practice, and knowledge of practice to
demonstrate that the collective understanding of knowledge, research, and theory is
shared and applied in a learning environment. Lemke and Lesley (2009) emphasize that
it is the construction of new knowledge through sharing that is most important to
collaborative communities.
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Carrie Leana (2010) would also agree that emphasizing social capital, or the
interaction between teachers, over human capital, the knowledge and skills of individual
teachers, is an important shift in maximizing the learning for teachers and increasing the
quality of instruction for students. Just as we employ Vygotsky’s (1997) zone of
proximal development (ZPD) with our students, similar benefits are incurred when
teachers work in shared learning groups. The IQ of the group supersedes the IQ of the
individual. When teachers of different skill levels meet, all teachers benefit. Human
capital and social capital are both important and should be combined and of the two,
social capital is more powerful (Fullan, 2011; Leana, 2010). Peer to peer interactions,
building all teachers abilities in the system through relationships with other educators, is
an increasingly important driver for school reform (Fullan, 2011). Data Teams are one
approach to implementing this critical driver.
Once researchers and practitioners began to realize the efficacy of group work
toward improved teaching and learning results, implementers started to look at the
necessary qualities needed for successful teams. In order for teachers to improve, they
need to be provided opportunities to collaborate. Several studies about protected time or
time set aside to collaborate demonstrate the need for providing supports that foster a
data-driven culture within the school (Abdall-Hagg, 1996; Anderegg, 2007; Bigger 2006;
Supovitz & Klein 2003; Wayman, Brewer, & Stringfield, 2009). Showing that the initial
investment in time delivers a return on investment later, Wayman, Brewer, and
Stringfield (2009) refer to this phenomenon as “making time to save time.” Doug Reeves
suggests a minimum of 60-90 minutes a month to meet in Data Teams (Reeves, 2004).
The frequency and duration of the meetings may alter their effectiveness. One study
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contends that Data Teams who meet several times a month are far more likely to close the
achievement gap than those who met with less frequency (Oberman & Symonds, 2005).
The paradigm shift from isolation to collaboration, from emphasizing social
capital over human capital, suggests the need for carefully outlined tenets for improving
educator collaboration. Principles of effective collaboration will need to be reviewed,
understood, and practiced by team members in order for teachers to use collaboration
time effectively (Dufour, 2004; Garmston & Wellman 2002; Knight, 2007). Paying
attention to factors that inhibit collaboration (Burney 2004; Lencioni, 2002; Leonard &
Leonard, 2003; Lortie, 1975) as well as those that support and foster collaboration will
aid in preventing obstacles to implementation. Once effective collaboration principles
are internalized, they can be maximized. Educators need opportunities for deliberate
collaborative practice to develop these skills.
In particular, Data Teams offer a deliberate concrete nexus around which
educators can review actual student work and other aspects of the school milieu
(achievement data, referral data, attendance data, climate data etc.) to improve teaching
and learning.
Theoretical Background of Learning Communities and Collaboration
Teachers learning together and reflecting on their practice in collaborative
environments is connected to a variety of theoretical frameworks. Because group
learning is a salient feature of 21st century global knowledge construction, the theoretical
frameworks underpinning the efficacy of school-wide Data Teams stretch across social,
cognitive, and organizational thinking and learning theories. The theories under study
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include constructivism, social cognitive learning theory, self-efficacy theory, situated
learning theory emphasizing communities of practice, and, finally, systems theory.
Constructivism highlights the meaning teachers make of their work through social
interaction, whilst individual and collective self-efficacy points to the need for both
individual and shared responsibilities for teachers. Situated learning theory, with a
particular emphasis on communities of practice, also sheds light on the connections to
Data Teams, and finally, systems theory and learning organizations demonstrate the
importance of the interrelatedness of the school as a system and how teacher behaviors
help to shape their current realities in schools.
Constructivism
Constructivism postulates that people make meaning and construct knowledge by
their interactions with new knowledge and then build upon their existing understandings
(Vygotsky, 1997). Knowledge is the internalization of social activity. Teachers on Data
Teams, one form of learning community, create or construct new understandings about
teaching and learning through the interactions and discourse that the Data Team process
provides. Teacher learning is embedded in student learning and how that learning is
impacted by daily life in schools. By working in collaborative teams, teachers can
develop consistent instructional and assessment practices as well as common expectations
for school performance (Fiarman, 2007; Halverson, Prichett, & Thomas, 2007).
Knowledge is constructed on Data Teams. Teachers build new knowledge upon
previous learning. Learning is an active rather than passive process (Schmoker, 2004).
Teachers are questioning, analyzing, and hypothesizing, in order to pinpoint obstacles
and determine best practices to target them. Teachers are knowers and thinkers as well as
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doers. Teachers are “culture building” through the process not simply skills building
(Lieberman & Miller, 2008).
Teachers are applying new knowledge by modifying, tweaking, and adding to
previous understandings. As teachers are building shared knowledge via collaboration,
they are, as Rick Dufour (2006) describes, “learning by doing”. They have an “action
orientation toward the work” and “they avoid paralysis by analysis and overcome inertia
with action” (p. 4). Social constructivism (Vygotsky, 1997) holds the belief that humans
are unique individuals each bringing a unique perspective, background, and self to the
learning process. The Data Team process affords teachers the opportunity to engage in
collaborative inquiry where active engagement, analysis, and problem solving occur on a
continual basis.
Teachers on Data Teams are from a variety of different backgrounds, age levels,
and levels of experience. On a School Data Team, different grade levels or content areas
are represented as well. People produce knowledge and construct meaning based on their
personal and individual experiences. The social and specific experiences that participants
possess enrich the learning situation. The shared experience of being on a Data Team
produces new knowledge through the interactions that take place within them. Social
capital is built from human capital (Leana, 2010).
In order for teachers to build on their previous knowledge regarding pedagogical
competence (Marzano et.al., 2001), there needs to exist some discrepancy between what
is currently known and exists in their thinking and what new learning has demonstrated
with regard to teaching and learning. This cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957) is
present at Data Teams. A Data Team is a dialectical process where there is ongoing
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reflection and dialogue. Learning is an active social process. The emphasis on reflection
and thinking deeply about practice in the Data Team’s process enhances one’s own
understanding of her capacity and allows for more meaningful sharing and the clearer
articulation of knowledge to be shared as well as a better understanding of new learning
that was gained (Schon, 1983).
Social interaction is critical for educators to be effective. As Joellen Killion
(1999) attests, “When teachers gather at the school level with peers, they are engaged in a
powerful form of staff development that allows them to grapple with real issues related to
the new content and instructional processes” (p.180). Teachers need to have structured
opportunities to talk to each other about improved practices. The Instructional Data
Team offers teachers the ability to learn from one another by engaging in thoughtful
discussions and sharing experiences and ideas about strategies for improved practice.
Data Team members are co-constructing knowledge when they collaborate. The Data
Team can function as a support mechanism for members to discuss challenges, discover
solutions, and celebrate successes related to student achievement and adult actions. The
collaborative conversations and thoughtful reflection that the Data Teams structure
provides may allow teachers to improve their attitudes and strengthen the dispositions
necessary for the work of the 21st century teacher.
Self-Efficacy
Central to social cognitive theory is self-efficacy. According to psychologist
Albert Bandura (1995), self-efficacy is “the belief in one’s capabilities to organize and
execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations” (p. 2). Bandura
(1986) designed social cognitive theory of human functioning describing patterns of

21

behavior and motivation in which individuals' self-beliefs are critical elements. Frank
Pajares (2009) synthesizes the central tenets of Bandura’s social cognitive theory as
follows:
Of all the beliefs that people hold about themselves and that affect their day-today
functioning, and standing at the core of social cognitive theory, are self-efficacy
beliefs, which can be defined as the judgments that individuals hold about their
capabilities to learn or to perform courses of action at designated levels. In
essence, self-efficacy beliefs are the self-perceptions that individuals hold about
their capabilities. (para 1).
A sense of self-efficacy determines how people think, feel, and behave. Bandura
(1986) describes how self-efficacy beliefs influence motivation: “People regulate their
level and distribution of effort in accordance with the efforts they expect that their actions
to have. As a result, their behavior is better predicted from their beliefs than from the
actual consequences of their actions” (p.129). Teachers on Data Teams at times contend
with unfavorable achievement data including the identification of students who struggle
to meet proficiency benchmarks. Teachers who feel equipped with the skills and
dispositions to assist students in improving outcomes may be better able to formulate
strategies to support improvement.
Increasing self-efficacy in teachers will augment their skills in dealing with
challenging classroom configurations. Tschannen-Moran, Hoy and Hoy (1998) define
teacher self-efficacy as “teachers’ beliefs in their abilities to organize and execute courses
of action required to successfully accomplish a specific task in a particular context” (p.
233). In essence teachers’ beliefs about teaching influence their behavior.
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If we want teachers to be successful in their teaching, they need to feel confident
in their abilities to do so. They need to go into complex urban and rural classrooms with
a high degree of cultural understanding, diversity training, and skill in differentiating
lessons. Teachers with a higher sense of self-efficacy could rebound from setbacks more
easily and would have a stronger sense of resilience and persistence (Guskey, 1984).
A higher sense of self-efficacy among teachers should therefore produce better
learning for all students. Ashton & Webb (1986) report that teacher beliefs about their
own instructional efficacy predicts student levels of academic achievement. Data Teams
may be one way to increase teacher self-efficacy and therefore support effective teaching.
In order to help develop self-efficacy, four sources are critical: mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and psychological responses
(Bandura, 1995). All of these sources can potentially be found in Data Teams. Mastery
experiences are those experiences which involve “acquiring the cognitive, behavioral,
and self-regulatory tools for creating and executing effective courses of action…”
(Bandura, 1997, p.80). Successful experiences increase self-efficacy while previous
failures lower self-efficacy. Vicarious experiences are those experiences provided by
social models. The perceived similarity between the person and the model is critical to
increasing self-efficacy. When observers see people similar to themselves succeed, they
increase their beliefs in their own abilities to master comparable activities (Bandura,
1986; Schunk, 1987). The greater the perceived similarity, the greater the potential for
success or failure. On an Instructional Data Team, all teachers are from the same grade
level or content area increasing the perceived similarities of staff. On School Data
Teams, all teachers are members of the same school.
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People are strongly influenced by perceived similarities; this is why it is so
important that Data Teams meet in teams of peers. Teachers perceive each other as
equals and clearly perceive the similarities in themselves. The learning curve can be
increased by being exposed to teachers with different orientations, yet the result can be
enriching for all learners. Grade level teams and department level teams have further
distinguishing features as they are all in the same grade level or content area. The goal is
not to get people to think alike (groupthink) but it is to provide a depth and focus to the
conversation.
People pursue capable models who possess the qualities they desire. Optimism
and perseverance exhibited by models can be more enabling to others than actual skills
(Bandura, 1995). By observing undaunted attitudes, people will be more likely to
persevere themselves. The mindsets modeled by individual Data Team members,
including the Data Team Leader are important in establishing the overall climate and
performance of the team.
Social Persuasion is another critical factor in increasing self-efficacy. People can
be persuaded to believe that they have the ability to succeed. The role of the Data Team
Leader as well as the potential for peer support that the team provides can help members
who experience self-doubt.
“They are able who think they are able.” This line, attributed to Virgil centuries
ago, has contemporary value when applied to self-efficacy theory. Human motivation is
cognitively generated. A person’s perceived assets, liabilities, capabilities and
deficiencies can be determined by self-efficacy beliefs. Self-efficacy fosters intrinsic
motivation, interest, and deep engrossment. Belief in one’s own capabilities encourages
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effort. Self-efficacy beliefs can increase feelings of competence and enhance confidence.
Teachers who feel better equipped to teach may teach better. By sharing strategies and
engaging in reflective conversations on the Data Team, teachers are expanding their
repertoires. Collaborative unit and assessment design, another function of the Data
Team, may assist teachers in their understanding of the standards as well as hone their
skills in planning and evaluation.
Individual self-efficacy is directly related to collective efficacy. When the
concept of collective efficacy is applied to education, Oliver and Hipp (2006) state that
“collective efficacy reflects the group members’ perceptions of their collective ability to
embrace a no excuses approach to teaching and learning” (p.507). Teacher beliefs about
their individual and collective efficacy can have a strong impact on school culture
(Ashton & Webb, 1986). Collaborative Data Teams support both individual and
collective efficacy where educators “operate collectively within an interactive social
system rather than as isolates” (Bandura, 1997, p. 243). The balance of individual and
collective efficacy is expanded upon by Elliot and Dweck (2005) who state, “Because
individuals operate collectively as well as individually, self-efficacy is both a personal
and a social construct” (p. 86).
Data Teams believe that a focus on adult actions, or cause data (Reeves, 2000) is
directly related to effect data or student outcomes. Adults must believe that they have an
impact on learning. Self-efficacy and collective efficacy are critical to motivation and
“buy in” necessary for the Data Team process. Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) discuss the
power associated with operating both individually and collectively in the educational
process where collegiality and individualism co-exist in productive tension.
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Collective teacher efficacy offers a complimentary construct to teacher selfefficacy. Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) define collective efficacy as “the perceptions of
teachers in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on
students.” In the view of these researchers, “teachers’ shared beliefs shape the normative
environment of schools and are an important aspect of the culture of the school” (p. 480).
In the case of Data Teams, individuals on the team may shape how their particular group
of students succeeds and their impact on that effort. In addition, a shared commitment
and focus on the success of all students makes the environment more conducive to
teacher sharing.
Teachers’ sense of their individual and collective efficacy can be linked to their
own personal experiences with teaching students. (Protheroe, 2008). The collective
experience of teachers regarding success with student performance may also contribute to
their efficacy beliefs. A study conducted by Hoy, Sweetland, and Smith (2002) found
that collective efficacy “was more important in explaining school achievement than SES
[socioeconomic status]” and highlighted the finding’s practical significance “because it is
easier to change the collective efficacy of a school than it is to influence the SES
[socioeconomic status} of the school” (p. 90). The collective efficacy that can be derived
from participating on a Data Team may have implications for growth in student
achievement.
According to Frank Pajares (2009):
Collective systems develop a sense of collective efficacy—a group's shared belief
in its capability to attain goals and accomplish desired tasks. For example,
schools develop collective beliefs about the capability of their students to learn, of
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their teachers to teach and otherwise enhance the lives of their students, and of
their administrators and policy makers to create environments conducive to these
tasks. Organizations with a strong sense of collective efficacy exercise
empowering and vitalizing influences on their constituents, and these effects are
palpable and evident. (para 5)
Situated Learning Theory / Communities of Practice
Situated Learning Theory (Lave and Wenger, 1991) is a theory of knowledge
acquisition that postulates that learning relies on social interaction and collaboration and
that learning needs to be presented in an authentic context that would normally involve
that type of knowledge. Learning is described as “an integral and inseparable aspect of
social practice” (Lave & Wenger, 1991; p. 31). Data Teams follow the tenets of situated
learning in that teachers come together to collaborate about issues in their practice and
the learning that occurs in Data Teams happens in classrooms and in schools; the learning
is embedded in the world and work of teaching.
Communities of practice can be defined as “groups of people who share a concern
or a passion for something they do and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly”
(Wenger, 2007, para 2). Collaborative Data Teams working together in schools find
themselves grounded in the concept of communities of practice. The discussions in
communities of practice are always about the work done in common and the stories,
problems, and successes that members may encounter, but there is no intentionality to the
meetings; the conversations simply emerge. Groups of teachers getting together to talk
about their work on an ongoing basis makes for a community of practice and provides the
foundational characteristics required for a Data Team.
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According to Etienne Wenger (2007), three elements are crucial in distinguishing
a community of practice from other groups and communities: the domain, the
community, and the practice. Members in the community have a shared and committed
interest, engage in joint activities sharing information and building relationships, and are
practitioners developing and building a shared repertoire of resources. Given this
description, Data Teams operate, or are intended to operate, as communities of practice in
Connecticut public schools if they are implemented with fidelity.
The concept of a Data Team is aligned to “communities of practice” in that on
Data Teams teachers come together, determine a shared focus, create shared goals,
discuss, devise, and select strategies and review results indicators to monitor how
selected strategies are meeting those goals (Reeves, 2004b). Shared goals and
expectations across classrooms is a necessary component of the work (Datnow, Park, &
Wohlstetter, 2007; Wayman, Cho, & Johnston, 2007).
Communities develop around things that matter to people (Lave and Wenger,
1991). School Data Teams meet and establish a school wide goal or goals that they
collectively determine based on data, impact, and need. Data Teams have a shared focus,
determine school wide strategies, and have a vision for the improvement of the school.
The fact that members of the Data Team are organizing around some topic of importance
provides members with a sense of community.
Choosing a topic deliberately and purposely demonstrates the importance of
appropriate focus. As Michael Fullan (2001) notes, powerful teams can be powerfully
wrong without this. In a culture of collaboration and shared practice, there can be a
significant reduction in the schools that end up in the lucky and losing quadrants of the
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leadership/learning matrix, (see Appendix B for matrix) those that are unwittingly and
woefully underprepared. The importance of knowing the antecedents to excellence
(Reeves, 2004a) is invaluable for enabling replication of best practice for future
generations of students. Replicating best practice and avoiding poor practice is a central
goal of Data Teams.
When a team cannot understand why they got the results that they received
despite the enormous amount of data that surrounds them, they are suffering from DRIP
(Data Rich Information Poor) syndrome (Reeves, 2004a, 2007). The data are not an end
of the process; it is what is done with the data that matter. Data Teams are communities
of practice that require participants who can make selective and judicious use of the data
that is deliberate and purposeful. Whether data are good or bad is unimportant, it is
knowing why they are good or bad that matters. Teams need to understand what caused
the results in order to replicate or avoid those practices that generated those results in the
future. The learning that comes from the data and how that data is used is what is
important not simply the results themselves. The focus is on doing. Sharing all results of
what is learned from data enables staff to improve the instructional strategies (Marzano,
2003, 2007) the school climate, and to develop a culture of collaboration (Schein, 1996).
Spending time collaboratively reviewing data and arriving at purposeful and
thoughtful consensus ensures that the goals are worth pursuing and appropriate (Berry,
2003; Bella, 2004). For a community of practice to function, it needs to generate shared
knowledge and develop new strategies and resources that it can add to the accumulated
knowledge of the community. Collaboration allows teachers to share collective
responsibility for student learning.

29

Data Teams are communities of practice. Data Teams share a common vision for
the school and contribute to that goal in focused teams. Communities of practice and
Data Teams both have in common people working together interdependently to achieve a
common goal, and who share accountability and responsibility for the results.
Systems Theory
A system can be simply described as a group of related parts that move or work together.
Merriam Webster defines system as, “a regularly interacting or independent group of
items forming a unified whole.” Because systems rely on interrelatedness and
interconnectedness where parts come together to shape the whole, they are complex and
dynamic constructs.
Systems theory was originally proposed by Hungarian biologist Ludwig von
Bertalanffy in 1928…. The foundation of systems theory is that all the
components of an organization are interrelated, and that changing one variable
might impact many others. Organizations are viewed as open systems, continually
interacting with their environment. They are in a state of dynamic equilibrium as
they adapt to environmental changes. (Walonick, 1993, Systems Theory, para. 1)
Systems theory originated in the world of business but has wide application to
educational institutions. Schools that implement Data Teams have to change many
aspects of the traditional structure of schools. In order for Data Teams to exist,
collaborative time for teachers to meet must be built in the schedule. Providing a
scheduled, protected time and place for teachers to meet is a paradigm shift for most
schools (Abdal-Hagg, 1996). Data teams exemplify collaborative practice and collective
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responsibility where it improves the experience of the individual while improving the
health of the institution as a whole.
Peter Senge (1990) describes systems thinking as:
Understanding how our actions shape our reality. If I believe that my current
state was created by somebody else, or by forces outside my control, why should I
hold a new vision? The central premise behind holding a vision is that somehow I
can shape my future. Systems thinking helps us see how our actions have shaped
our current reality, thereby giving us confidence that we can create a different
reality in the future (p.136).
Systems theory contends that nonlinear relationships might exist between
variables. The concept of nonlinearity can be applied to Data Teams when one grade
level team improves instruction and achievement in the school and can share the use of
best practice with peers. The success of the team is not reliant upon the school as a
whole but can potentially enhance the system. The concept of nonlinearity makes it
difficult to understand the relationship between variables in an organization. Senge
(1990) believes that organizations are evolving from controlling to predominantly
learning. This shift from centralization to decentralization is connected to the 1920’s
work of Mary Parker Follett and mirrors the contemporary state of many American
businesses (Follett, & Graham, 2003). Follet’s philosophy is built on several principles
including:
•

Embracing change and valuing differences

•

an emphasis on 'power-with' rather than 'power-over' people where power is
jointly developed and circular
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•

reciprocal leadership where the leader guides and is guided by the group

•

integration as a process to solve conflicts

As systems theory has evolved, we have seen a shift in the system. There has
been a move from the hierarchical, bureaucratic model of the organization attributed to
by Max Weber (1947) to a flatter decentralized model popularized by Thomas Friedman
(2006). Mary Parker Follett’s notion of “power with” vs. “power over” is a
contemporary lateral trend in the flattening of our organizational processes and structures
(Follett, & Graham, 2003). When organizations share power with workers, they become
a more functional unit. This key concept is illustrated in the architecture of the Data
Teams where the administrator must sit on the Data Team but should not be the Data
Team leader. In this case, the administrator is exhibiting the notion of power with her
colleagues vs. power over her colleagues. Teachers are empowered by their membership
on the team.
This model of shared responsibility and distributed leadership requires more
social interaction between people. Educators in many schools are working like members
of a crew team in a rowboat all rowing very hard but in different directions. The result is
that they do not go anywhere and get exhausted and frustrated in the process. Individuals
need to work together in a connected process with a common vision. A system of holistic
accountability puts the emphasis on the collective efforts of the team. As Ralph Waldo
Emerson reminds us, “No member of a crew team is praised for the rugged individualism
of his rowing”. Similarly, among teams of educators, a systemic approach to aligning
energy and resources allows for a much more coordinated, and ultimately more efficient
and effective endeavor (Senge,1990). The systemic approach frees teachers to focus their
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energies on important responsibilities such as effective implementation of curriculums
and the standards, instruction, and school climate rather than having each teacher
“reinvent the wheel” on his or her own.
Senge (1990) furthered the concept of systems thinking into something he calls
“the learning organization”. Learning Organizations are “organizations that continually
enhance their capacity to create” (p.127). According to Senge (1990), there are five
disciplines important to the learning organization. The five disciplines are: a) building a
shared vision, b) personal mastery c) mental models d) team learning and e) a
commitment to a systems approach. Data Teams attempt to embody many of these
principles.
Learning organizations and learning communities develop their practice through a
variety of methods, including: problem solving, requests for information and feedback,
seeking the experiences of others, utilizing resources, peer observation, coordination and
synergy. Individuals go from “helpless reactors” to “active participants” where the focus
shifts from “adaptive learning” to “generative learning” (Senge, 1990). Chris Argyris
(1993) further reminds us that, “Learning is an action concept. Learning is not simply
having a new insight or new idea but occurs when we take effective action (p. 3)”.
The notion of the active participant in the learning organization can effortlessly be
applied to education reform efforts. Productive teams have teachers who see themselves
as active not passive members of the team (Schmoker, 2001, 2004). There are
established roles on the Data Team such as facilitator, time keeper, and recorder that are
built into the standards for effective Data Teams thus reinforcing the notion of active
participation.
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Together, teachers formulate “action plans” which are designed to outline
strategies, identify responsible parties, demonstrate a timeline for completion, and
monitor progress. Each individual may be accountable for a portion of the action plan,
but the group is accountable for learning what is required of the plan and achieving the
over-all goals of the plan. Balancing personal mastery with team learning is a key
concept of the learning organization. As Senge (1990) contends, “Organizations learn
through individuals who learn. Individual learning does not guarantee organizational
learning. But without it no organizational learning occurs” (p. 139).
According to Michael Fullan (2001), “Professional learning communities
constantly worry about what is worthwhile and how to get there. They continually
convert tacit knowledge into explicit shared ideas; they are energy and knowledge
creators” (p. 270). Professionals on Data Teams collaboratively come together for the
purpose of engagement, creation, and action.
Data-Driven Decision Making/Data Use in Data Teams.
Data Teams are a fundamental component of data use and driven decision
making. American schools existing in a standards-based environment rely on data. The
use of data in schools is becoming an increasingly popular strategy for school
improvement (Bernhardt, 1998; Boudett et.al, 2005; Boudett & Steele, 2007; Chrispeels,
1992; Earl & Katz, 2002; Hess, & Fullerton, 2009; Love, 2008). Data-driven decision
making and data use in schools is apparent in a growing number of case studies related to
educational research (Hamilton, Halverson, Jackson, Mandinach, Supovitz, & Wayman,
2009; Datnow, Park, & Wohlstetter, 2007; Supovitz & Klein, 2003; Symonds 2003).
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Educational policy over the last decade has specifically emphasized data use.
Data-driven decision making was a mandate under the NCLB Act of 2001. Because
adequate yearly progress (AYP) measures relied on student achievement scores and other
quantitative evidence, the ability to make decisions based on this data became an integral
part of the school improvement process. Race to the Top (RTT) a funding competition
created by the Obama Administration required “building data systems that guide
instruction” as one of its four core requirements. Data use in schools is becoming more
and more prominent. Data use is suddenly not a choice for schools but a must (Earl &
Katz, 2002).
The research on data-driven decision making or the use of data in schools is
limited. The discourse encompassing educational data far exceeds the research. Many
people talk about the importance of data, Data Teams, data mining, and data-driven
decision making but few can point to research-based, high-quality assessments, and
structural supports that would allow educators to use data well (Hamilton et.al, 2009).
Many educators erroneously focus on bubble students or “cuspers” [my term] ––those
students lying just below the cusp of the cut score for proficiency. By narrowly focusing
on these students only, those who are significantly low or advanced get ignored (Bracey,
2008; Diamond & Cooper, 2007).
There are several types of data that can be used in schools. The most prominent
type in our current high-stakes environment is achievement data. Like NCLB, ESSA
requires summative annual state assessments to track student proficiency levels in
reading and mathematics. Districts often use interim or benchmark assessments
(Datnow, Park, & Wohlstetter, 2007; Goertz, Olah & Riggan, 2009) and curriculum
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based measurements (Fuchs, 2004) for progress monitoring. Other data sources for
achievement include report card grades, building-level assessments, performance
assessment, tests, quizzes, and student work.
In addition to achievement data, other data that might be collected and used for
analysis and triangulation include school demographic data, attendance data, referral
data, mobility data, and school climate data. Less popular data like data on school
processes (Hess & Fullerton, 2009) and data on teaching might also be used (Learning
Points Associates, 2004). These data can be analyzed together or separately in many
different ways to provide insights into student learning experiences.
Educators may use data in many different ways and can draw on one source or
multiple sources (Bernhardt, 1998). As Bernhardt describes, teachers can use academic
data, referral data, attendance data or triangulate data points to uncover challenge areas in
the building. Data Team members can make program determinations by analyzing the
data (Hess & Fullerton, 2009). They may use data instrumentally (Murnane, Sharkey, &
Boudett, 2005) in ways that demonstrate where to target resources, track students, or
assign students to Response to Intervention (RTI) Tiers (National Center on Response to
Intervention, 2010). Finally, teachers can use data formatively in the classroom to guide
instructional decisions, give feedback, and monitor progress (Black & Wiliam 1998).
Districts that use data for “full-fledged inquiry” (Supovitz & Klein, 2003)
including problem identification, data collection, data analysis, actionable feedback, and
results indicators are forming a basis for school wide data use. The five and six-step
processes for instructional and school Data Teams are aligned to the concept of “fullfledged inquiry” (Appendix C for overview of the Data Team and Data-Driven Decision
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Making processes). School improvement plans that are created and reviewed by school
Data Teams are aligned with district improvement plans crafted and monitored by district
wide teams. Data use relies on several resources and supports to maximize its
effectiveness. Time, funding, personnel, appropriate technological tools, and Data Teams
are among the supports necessary for maximizing the effectiveness of Data Teams
(MCREL, 2003).
Data Teams are a critical support to the data-driven decision making process
(MCREL, 2003; Halverson et.al, 2007). Schools may establish teams devoted to setting
and reviewing learning goals, and to the organization, collection, analysis and
interpretation of the data (Boudett et.al., 2005; Ikemoto & Marsh 2007; Learning Points
Associates 2004; Murnane et.al., 2005; Reeves, 2002). In some districts, teams are
established as part of the process of improvement and are provided with training,
protocols, and other resources for making sense of data meaningfully (Datnow et.al.,
2007; Ikemoto & Marsh, 2007; Reeves, 2003a, 2003b). Data Teams in Connecticut use
the five and six-step process as well as, Looking At Student Work protocols such as
ATLAS (National School Reform Faculty, 2000) to help guide the process.
Data Teams can be convened at the district, school, and/or instructional level. At
the district level, stakeholders can expand to the community and parents as well as
district staff. At the school level, teachers, parents, school staff, and the principal may sit
on the team. At the instructional level, the teams consist of teachers. At the school and
instructional levels teachers form the core of teams that examine learning goals, measure
students’ progress, and discuss instructional interventions (Hamilton et.al. 2009). By
engaging in collaborative teams, teachers can improve their content knowledge, discuss
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methods of tiered support for individual students, and can support one another in
implementing new pedagogical strategies. However, when teachers are assigned to
poorly supported Data Teams, positive results may be diminished (Boudett et.al, 2005).
Regardless of the data use model that a school is adopting, they all include three
broad steps: data collection, data analysis, and strategies for intervention (Bernhardt,
1998; Besser et al., 2006; Boudett, City, & Murnane, 2005; Halverson et al., 2007;
Hamilton et al., 2009; Ikemoto, & Marsh, 2007; Learning Points Associates, 2004;
Reeves 2004b; Love, 2008; Love, Mundry, & Stiles, 2008; Murnane et.al., 2005). Each
data cycle requires teams to organize their data, examine their data, and intervene with
strategies. The cycle is ongoing and is recommended for continuous improvement
(Hamilton et.al. 2009).
In the search for research that shows causality between data use and increased
achievement there are few reliable studies. In a recently published Institute for Education
Science (IES) guide for data use and instructional decision making, the authors review
several studies none of which hit the What Works Clearing House (WWC) metric of
moderate or strong (Hamilton et al., 2009). Every one of the five recommendations
found in the guide received a low rating. However, the opinions of the expert panelists
who designed the guide believe the studies to offer valuable guidance when using data to
guide instruction.
Purposeful data collection and analysis is cited as one of the key elements of an
effective data program (MCREL, 2003). “When data collection and analysis are
purposeful, educators are better able to identify patterns of outcomes and design
strategies to enhance student learning” (p.1). The Data Team cycle never ends. Once the
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cycle is complete, it begins again. Data Teams are part of a cycle of continuous
improvement in schools.
Data Teams Development in Connecticut-Discussion of the Connecticut
Accountability for Learning Initiative
A distinguishing characteristic of a profession is that what we do is based on
proven practice or best practice. If schools continue to reinforce teacher isolation when
we know that best practice supports collaboration, we are in essence “deprofessionalizing” the profession. The research validates the need for, and use of,
collaboration in schools. The obstacles to achieving this paradigm shift lie in the
implementation. Many schools and districts around the country have begun to implement
collaborative teams in their schools. Very few states, however, have attempted to
implement professional learning communities and collaborative teams as a statewide
initiative.
Connecticut is one of those exceptions. The Connecticut Accountability for
Learning Initiative (CALI) was launched in 2004 by the Connecticut State Department of
Education (CSDE) to develop and offer a model of state support to districts and schools
(see Appendix D for model). The primary goal of CALI is to decrease the achievement
gap in Connecticut and improve teaching and learning for all students.
Connecticut currently has the largest achievement gap in the country between free
and reduced and non-free and reduced lunch students. The CALI model is based on the
findings of researchers such as Blum (2005); Blum, McNeeley, & Rinehart (2002)
Marzano et.al (2001), and Reeves (2000, 2002, 2003a, 2003b), whose research offers
strategies for schools that can be very effective in helping schools decrease student
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achievement gaps. The 90/90/90 schools research was used to help develop the
framework (Reeves, 2003a). Constructing a collaborative culture across the state
involves making sure that there is a shared focus and a common language (see Appendix
E for CALI glossary of terms). An understanding of the language of CALI helps to
promote and ensure consistency and fidelity to the process as well as deepening our
understanding of what the components and characteristics of CALI involve. CALI
provides a comprehensive program of professional development centered around four
core-training modules, including one focused on Data Teams and Data-Driven Decision
Making.
These modules aim to fundamentally improve teacher practices by helping them
acquire skills in data-driven decision-making; working collaboratively in School Data
Teams and Instructional Data Teams; working with state standards; developing and
analyzing Common Formative Assessments (CFAs) (Ainsworth & Viegut, 2006); and
using research-based effective teaching strategies (Marzano et al., 2001). Training in the
process and structures of Data Teams and Data-Driven Decision Making under CALI is
therefore one component of a multi-faceted teacher professional development program
that the CSDE has built to provide direct support to those districts and schools in the
greatest need of improvement.
Each module is delivered over a period of two to three days, followed by ongoing
teacher support through work conducted in School Data Teams and Instructional Data
Teams. These teams are composed of vertical members or grade-level or common
content-area teachers who meet regularly during the school year within participating
schools.
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Data Teams and Data-Driven Decision Making are collaborative and structured
processes that focus on the effectiveness of teaching and learning in an effort to meet
agreed upon school wide and district goals. “Data Teams adhere to continuous
improvement cycles, examine patterns and trends, and establish specific timelines, roles,
and responsibilities to facilitate analysis that results in action” (White, 2005, p.18). The
general purpose of Data Teams is to demonstrate that cause data (adult actions) and effect
data (student achievement outcomes) are linked (Reeves, 2006). The Data Teams/DataDriven Decision Making module is the centerpiece for implementing CALI in schools.
The architecture of Data Teams is designed to provide a constant communications
loop by ensuring that communication from Instructional Data Teams and the School Data
Team is ongoing. State, District, and School Data Teams are used to monitor school
improvement plan implementation and efficacy. School Data Teams consist of
representation from each instructional Data Team. The members of School Data Teams
become the facilitators for their Instructional Data Teams. The administrator should not
be the School Data Team facilitator under this collaborative, distributed leadership
model.
The School Data Team is part of a system of collaborative teams at the district,
school, and instructional levels. Together, this network of teams enables the
professionals at all three levels to focus their efforts on common student
outcomes; develop strategies appropriate to their level, and align their strategies to
ensure a coherent and focused approach to improving student achievement.
(Connecticut State Department of Education, 2011, Standards For School Data
Teams p. 1)
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School Data Teams review summative data (e.g. Connecticut Mastery Test
(CMT), Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT), Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium test (SBAC), SAT, AP, attendance data, referral data, climate surveys etc.) to
engage in a six-step Data-Driven Decision Making process and determine school wide
goals. The School Data Team shares out the findings with staff, noting successes and
challenges observed from the data. The staff shares its SMART (Specific Measurable
Achievable Relevant and Timely) goal with the staff to provide a vision for growth for
the academic year. The School Data Team focuses its efforts on aligning the school
improvement plan with strategies that are aligned to goals. These strategies should be
aligned to the appropriate resources required for successful implementation based on a
team generated action plan. The strategies should be aligned to the problem of practice
(Boudett et.al, 2005) and focused on changing those adult actions that are the highest
current priority for a school in an effort to make progress toward the SMART goal. The
School Data Team encourages providing input.
School Data Teams are teams of school educators, including the principal, teacher
representatives and behavioral/mental support staff, who meet monthly to monitor the
implementation and efficacy of the school improvement plan, and monitor the progress of
Instructional Data Teams to make curriculum and policy decisions. The function of the
School Data Team is to ensure that the school improvement plan is aligned to the district
improvement plan with regard to student outcome indicators; to identify the highest
priorities for a school to focus upon, coordinates the work of the Instructional Data
Teams in the school thus enhancing internal alignment, and creates a common mission
for the school. This notion of a shared vision is in alignment with the research.
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Instructional Data Teams are small grade level or department teams that examine
student work generated from Common Formative Assessments (CFAs) (Ainsworth &
Viegut, 2006) and other classroom data. Instructional Data Teams are collaborative and
structured and participate in scheduled meetings that focus on the effectiveness of
teaching and learning. The Instructional Data Teams are led by a Data Team Leader who
can be assigned, nominated, or elected. The Data Team Leader creates the agenda and
facilitates the Data Team meetings.
Instructional Data Teams have to interpret what the school wide goals mean for
their department, grade level, or course. Then, the Data Teams must design, administer,
and score CFAs aligned to the school wide goals and based on priority standards and
grade level expectations (Ainsworth & Viegut, 2006; Ainsworth, 2008).
Data Teams then convene to collaboratively analyze the results using the five step
Data Teams process where teachers 1) chart the data 2) identify strengths and weaknesses
in student learning 3) Create a SMART goal based on the data 4) determine which
instructional strategies will best address the student-learning objectives generated in step
two and 5) monitor the effectiveness of the strategies by identifying results indicators to
observe before the next CFA cycle occurs. After the completion of each five step
process, the results from each Data Team can be made visible on a data wall or in another
publicly shared space.
Instructional Data Teams collaboratively learn to create CFAs (Ainsworth, 2008),
administer pre and post CFAs at regular intervals, analyze student results, select or devise
effective teaching strategies to address identified weaknesses in student learning, and
evaluate the effects of their teaching efforts on student learning outcomes. Teachers
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discuss what is and what is not working. When an Instructional Data Team has met its
goal, a new CFA is created based on priority standards and grade level expectations. The
process of design, administer, score, and “Five Step”, is cyclical and continues
throughout the school year. Teachers and students can create data walls based on the data
that are collected in an effort to “go visual” with the data (Love, 2008). The data can be
made visible and open to public inspection in a central location in the school building.
The implementation of Data Teams and Data-Driven Decision Making is an effort to
provide a defense against unfavorable outcomes and instead promote positive
performance by generating effective strategies and replicating best practices (BrownChidsey & Steege, 2005).
The implementation of Data Teams is critical to supporting CALI. In 2007, the
state passed accountability legislation directing the CSDE to play a stronger role in
supporting schools and districts in need of improvement. Since 2007, participation in
CALI has been mandatory for districts that have been classified as “in need of
improvement” under NCLB for three or more years at the district level in reading or
math. Such districts are labeled “Partner Districts” and receive a wide array of supports
from the state. Each Partner District must designate two “Demonstration Schools” that
show great capacity for growth in student improvement and can serve as models for other
schools participating in CALI. These Demonstration Schools receive additional state
supports, including on-site training through the support of an Executive Coach and a Data
Team Facilitator. These supports are funded by the state.
Districts in their first or second year of “in need of improvement” for a subgroup
of students are classified as “Supported Districts” and receive a subset of CALI supports
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and services. CALI professional development workshops are available for free to: any
educator in a Title I school that is identified as “in need of improvement”; any district
level personnel who work with Title I schools that are identified as “in need of
improvement” are also exempt from training charges.
The Connecticut State Board of Education (CSDE) under the leadership of state
commissioner Mark McQuillan released a status report describing the condition of
education in Connecticut (CALI, 2010). CALI was highlighted in that report as one of
six key features to improve schooling in the state of Connecticut. When CALI began in
2004, it was comprised of 12 districts. Three years later, CALI support increased to 15
districts. In 2010, CALI expand to 18 districts and 220 schools, and in 2015 the
implementation of CALI continues to grow because it is viewed as a salient feature of
school improvement, potentially transforming how schools do business. The CALI
modules can be implemented in any district via support from educational resource centers
throughout the state.
Ensuring a rigorous and relevant education for all students is a challenge in
Connecticut and across the country. The goal of guaranteeing a high quality education for
all students is increasingly difficult as the meaning of “high quality” has changed.
Schools must educate students to more advanced levels than ever before. Connecticut’s
adoption of the CCSS in July, 2010 has further increased the level of rigor expected of its
students. The CCSS are focused on ensuring that students leave high school prepared for
entering college or a career. As stipulated in the NCLB Act (US Department of
Education, 2001) not only should all students learn but they should learn at “high levels”.
Schools are held accountable for the academic performance of all students. The vision of

45

NCLB was that by 2014, all students will be proficient in mathematics and reading (see
Appendix F for chart).
Accountability across the nation and within the state has undergone tremendous
scrutiny in the past few years. According to the Connecticut State Department of
Education’s Performance Office (2016):
In February 2012, the Connecticut State Department of Education participated in
a federal application process for flexibility from certain requirements of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The U.S. Department of
Education (USED) approved Connecticut’s flexibility request (or waiver),
allowing the State to establish a new accountability system to assess school
performance. On August 6, 2015, the USED approved a three-year renewal for
Connecticut.
Connecticut’s ESEA Flexibility Renewal improvement plan provides a model for
state school and district accountability. The more complex model moves beyond just test
scores and graduation rates. Using 12 identifiers, it provides a more holistic perspective
of performance levels in district and school and incorporates student growth over time
(Connecticut State Department of Education, 2016)).
Ensuring that all students will reach “proficiency levels” in America is no longer
enough to compete with other nations nor will “proficiency” alone suffice to effectively
ready American students for success in an ever-changing world. The job of educators is
to prepare students for a participatory life in democratic society as well as supporting
them to engage fully in a life beyond school. Proficient levels may not be enough.
Educational goal posts are continually moving to keep up with societal expectations.
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Advanced levels of learning will require advanced teaching. The world has moved from
the industrial society to the knowledge society one which requires knowledge workers
(Drucker, 1993). Teacher quality is going to matter more than ever.
Contrary to the Coleman Report (1966) in which student success was deemed the
by-product of aptitude and environment and not the result of schooling or the teacher, we
now know that teachers, and thus teaching, are the most important in-school factors to
help students be successful. Adults control the factors necessary that allow students
access to a rigorous core curriculum (Lezotte, 1997).
Obtaining and sustaining highly qualified teachers who consistently utilize
research-validated practice is another assurance for students. Focused and purposeful
conversations regarding curriculum, instruction, and assessment will need to occur
regularly where educators maintain collective responsibility for the success of their
students. In a collaborative school culture, everyone is a learner (Schmoker, 1996). The
focus is on data, student work, and instructional strategies. As Reeves (2002, 2004,
2008) suggests in a collaborative data-driven culture, we get to know our students better
than we ever did before. The laser-like focus that will be required of educators to ensure
that all kids are learning at high levels will help to ensure that no student can hide in the
back row or can fall through the cracks when a teacher isn’t looking.
Collaboration must focus on critical questioning to unearth root cause and help
discover solutions. Attention is concentrated on effective practice not what is wrong with
the teacher. Collaborative structures enable teachers to make better decisions and
enhance teacher voice, helping to decrease the reluctance in attempting new strategies
(Deal & Kennedy, 2000).
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In The Leaders Guide to Standards (2002), Doug Reeves describes effective
teacher analysis as “a treasure hunt” (p.101) in which leaders and teachers find relevant
information regarding teaching and learning buried amidst the test data –that can provide
critical insights to improved performance in the future. By using the steps in the DataDriven Decision Making process that Reeves outlines, team members can gather and
assemble data into a meaningful and understandable form. Working together to analyze,
review, process, and discuss data using a prescribed structure can make the task less
daunting and improve professional practice.
Collaboration can contribute to the success of public education and student
achievement in multiple ways: collaboration enhances, improves, and focuses teachers so
that quality instruction is more equitable across grade levels, schools, and districts.
Educator collaboration will eventually have to “go national” to sustain the conversation
necessary for true change and “national improvement” in America’s public schools. The
implementation of District, School, and Instructional Data Teams is one way to ensure
effective, deliberate, purposeful, collaboration for improving teaching and learning.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Nothing ever becomes real till it is experienced.

—John Keats

Purpose
The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore and understand the lived
experiences of Connecticut educators who are members of a secondary English
Instructional Data Team that uses the CALI model. Due to the multiple references to
acronyms and educational jargon that are used commonly by participants because of their
experience with the CALI model, I have enclosed a glossary to serve as a reference for
readers of this document as Appendix E.
The Data Team follows a prescribed structure and process as a means of charting,
analyzing, and strategizing about collected data (Besser, Anderson-Davis, & Peery 2006;
Reeves, 2002, 2004a, 2004b). The study explored how this type of collaboration, using
the Data Team structure and process, influenced professional practice.
First, I observed the way teachers acted and interacted while participating in Data
Team meetings. I also took note of supporting documents and protocols that were used at
the meetings as well as artifacts that were produced from the meetings. Data Team
meeting observations were critical to informing what participants said during the
interview process.
Second, I attempted to explore teachers’ perceptions of their experience on a Data
Team including designing assessments, selecting standards-based practices, revising
curriculum, and engaging in collaborative inquiry. The teachers were prompted to
explain what it was like to be a member of a Data Team as well as to reflect on how that
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experience impacted their practice. Throughout this iterative process, teachers made
meaning of both their personal and professional, as well as individual and collective
experiences with Data Teams.
Finally, I sought to analyze and uncover themes in Data Team members’
behaviors and responses that demonstrate the impact of the collaborative Data Team
model on their work.
Research Questions
The research questions upon which I focused were:
1) What is the experience of being a member of a Data Team?
2) How does collaborative practice in the form of Data Teams, that uses the CALI
model, impact professional learning?
Research Design
This investigation is a descriptive case study utilizing qualitative research
methodology. The questions this study poses are conducive to a qualitative approach
because according to Merriam (1998) “qualitative researchers are interested in
understanding the meaning people have constructed, that is how they make sense of their
world and the experiences they have in their worlds” (p.6). Qualitative research
questions are frequently framed using how or what in order for the researcher to gain
deep understanding and enhanced context regarding the topic of inquiry (Patton, 2002;
Seidman, 1998). Qualitative research permits the researcher to gain insights into
phenomena, such as thoughts and feelings that are difficult to explore using traditional
research methods (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). When studying phenomena in their natural
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environments (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000) and attempting to explore social processes in
context (Esterberg, 2002), qualitative research methods are the most effective approach.
The current study focuses on educators’ experiences as members of an
Instructional Data Team. Instructional Data Teams are groups of teachers that have grade
level or content experience in common. Typically, Instructional Data Teams are formed
by grade level colleagues at the elementary school level, and they are formed by content
area colleagues at the secondary level. The eleventh grade English Instructional Data
Team upon which I focused in this study possessed both defining characteristics;
participants on the team all taught the same grade level and content. I was able to
observe the Data Team meetings that took place at a designated table in the library media
center in the high school. Conducting observations of participants in an authentic
environment is a critical component of qualitative research. Rossman and Rallis (1998)
point out the importance of observing members of the study in their natural setting:
Qualitative researchers seek answers to their questions in the real world. They
gather what they see, hear, and read from people and places and from events and
activities. They do their research in natural settings rather than in laboratories or
through written surveys. Their purpose is to learn about some aspect of the social
world and to generate new understandings that can be used by that social world.
As qualitative researchers, they become part of the process, continually making
choices, testing assumptions, and reshaping their questions” (p. 5).
Qualitative research methods also emphasize the researcher’s role as an active
participant in the study (Creswell, 2005). This research is further suited to a descriptive
case study design because an intensive description and analysis of the Data Teams
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process and experiences is the phenomena being explored. Merriam (1998) explains the
rationale for using case study as a qualitative research method when seeking deeper
understanding of a program, practice, or process.
A case study design is employed to gain an in-depth understanding of the
situation and meaning for those involved. The interest is in the process rather
than the outcomes, in context rather than in a specific variable, in discovery rather
than confirmation. Insights gleaned from case study can directly influence policy,
practice, and future research (p. 19).
The research questions further support utilizing a descriptive case study as case
study is appropriate when a better understanding of the dynamics of a program (Merriam,
1998) is the goal, and when investigating a culture sharing group (Wolcott, 2008) such as
the eleventh-grade English Data Team. I will be utilizing field notes, analyzing artifacts,
and conducting in-depth interviews to formulate the case study. Many factors influenced
choosing qualitative research for this study. In-depth phenomenological interviewing
allows ideas to emerge that are not predetermined by the researcher (Seidman, 1998).
The process is organic. The phenomenon of interest is allowed to unfold naturally
(Patton, 2002). There is no pre-formulated hypothesis (Schutt, 2009). There is simply a
topic to explore and the data are constructed by the human experiences and perspectives
of the participants. In-depth phenomenological interviewing meets humans where they
are naturally engaged in their worlds (Van manen, 1990). The research occurs in schools
where teachers work; the environment is multilayered and interconnected providing
context that impacts their experience (Fetterman, 2010).
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Another salient feature of conducting observations in real time in an authentic
setting and utilizing in-depth phenomenological interviewing is that the researcher is
present when collecting data to note the way that the participants present themselves
(Marshall & Rossman, 1999). This affords the researcher the ability to collect live data
in real time. Data are replete with sighs, eye contact, body language, tone of voice and
demeanor—all of which would be missing if the researcher were not present when the
participant was interacting with others or delivering information. These nonverbal cues
and changes in intonation are often important signals to the researcher regarding the
depth and feeling associated with the experience.
In-depth phenomenological interviewing is one approach to interviewing
(Seidman, 1998). This research method acknowledges human complexity by placing the
interviewee at the core of its mission. Putting one’s experience into language is itself a
meaning-making process (Vygotsky, 1997). The meaning that the participants make of
their experience is central to the researcher’s understanding.
The best way to find out about Connecticut teachers’ experiences as members of
collaborative, Instructional Data Teams is to observe them in action and ask them directly
(Seidman, 1998; Merleau-Ponty 1962). According to Schutz (1967), if one’s purpose is
to get at someone’s experience, the only way is to ask him or her. Schutz refers to this as
“subjective understanding”. This personal inquiry approach to the research allows the
participant to truly move from object to subject.
People love to tell and to hear stories. By listening to someone else’s experience,
we get a deeper understanding of ourselves as well as a deeper understanding of the
world around us. In-depth interviewing allows us to better understand someone else’s
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point of view (Esterberg, 2002). By being privy to another’s point of view, it expands
our understandings of our own thoughts and opinions.
The case study method utilizing in-depth interviewing is critical to discovering
what is not observable, in this case feelings, intentions, and thoughts (Patton, 2002). The
method allowed Connecticut teachers to describe in their own voices, the story of their
collaborative experiences on Instructional Data Teams. I discovered what five,
Connecticut high school English teachers thought and felt about Data Teams as well as
what opportunities and obstacles they face (Schutt, 2009) when collaborating. I was able
to hear them give “thick descriptions” (Hesse-Biber Leavy, 2006) of their social lives in
the context of Data Teams. By using in-depth interviewing combined with field notes,
observations, and artifact analysis, I was able to understand and explore eleventh grade
English teachers’ experiences as members of a Data Team in a Connecticut, public high
school.
Setting
In this study, I explored the experiences of five educators who reside as members
of an Instructional Data Team at Milestone High School. Milestone High School is a
public, urban high school in Connecticut serving grades 9-12. Milestone High School
enrolls approximately 2,889 students. Milestone High School is the only high school in
the Milestone School District which is comprised of seventeen schools. The
demographics in Milestone demonstrate that the community is diverse. Demographic
data at the high school reveal that 8.6% of the student populations are Asian, 11.2% are
Black, 33% are Hispanic, 46.6% of its students are white, and .6 % of students identify as
being of two or more races. Indicators of need also reveal that 43.8% of students are
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labeled as Free and Reduced Lunch, 13.8% are not fluent in English, 9.6 % have
disabilities, 5.9% are labeled as gifted and talented, 13.4 % are enrolled in Bilingual
education programs or receive English as a Second Language services, and 16.3% of
juniors and seniors work more than 16 hours per week. The graduation rate at Milestone
high school is 79.6%. The Milestone District Website’s frame simply states “Diversity,
Success, and Respect” to encapsulate what the vision is for all students in the district.
More specifically, the Milestone High School mission statement which is posted
throughout the school states its purpose as: “Empowering all students to be informed and
productive citizens.”
Participants
The five individuals that comprise the eleventh-grade English Data Team, also
referred to as English three, voluntarily participated in this study and represented a cross
section of experience levels. By keeping my study narrowed to the experiences of
eleventh grade English teachers at one urban, Connecticut high school, I was able to
understand their experience in ways that might be particular to them yet may also shed
light on other teachers’ experiences. I gained access to participants in this study by
asking for volunteers in a school where I had previously worked as a consultant. This
prior relationship with my participants allowed greater ease of access to them, however
my prior knowledge about the subjects was limited to a superficial level. I do not feel
that my relationship as a consultant prevented any participants from speaking freely about
their experiences on Data Teams.
My five participants Jenny, Desdemona, Flynn, Penny, and Dolores ranged in age
and experience levels as well as with their knowledge of, and experience with Data
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Teams. All participants identified as white; four participants identified as female, and
one, Flynn, identified as male. With regard to experience levels, Jenny and Desdemona
are first year teachers; Penny has taught for seven years; Flynn has taught for ten years,
and Dolores is the most veteran of the teachers possessing twenty-six years in the field.
All teachers possess an English 7-12 certification license in Connecticut. All of the
participants with the exception of Desdemona possess a Master’s Degree. The eleventhgrade, English Instructional Data Team synonymously referred to as English three was
the focus of my case study.
Entry to the Site
Access to Milestone High School was gained by obtaining the permission of the
participants, the English department chair, and the administration. Each participant
signed a letter of informed consent which explains the purpose of the study as well as the
participants’ rights (Appendix G see informed consent). Pseudonyms were employed
throughout the study to protect the names of individuals and schools in an effort to
maintain confidentiality.
Researcher Profile
I am presently the Director of Curriculum and Assessment for a southeastern
Massachusetts school district, a position I have held for almost three years. Prior to this
position, I was a Professional Development Specialist in Connecticut for eight years. I
began my educational career working as an urban educator of secondary English students
in western Massachusetts, a post I held for nine years. My experiences as an educator
and consultant have enhanced my background knowledge and enriched my context when
interviewing educators. I have worked with many of the teachers in schools who are at
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various stages of implementing the modules that comprise CALI, especially collaborative
Data Teams. I have acted as the data facilitator in some of the schools, and I have trained
many teachers in the CALI modules myself. Milestone High School is one school where
I have served as a consultant for implementing the CALI modules including Data Teams.
Pilot Study
In the spring of 2013, I conducted a pilot study of three Connecticut teachers,
Monica, Jane, and Kelly who were members of both their Instructional and School Data
Teams. In this pilot study, I explored the experiences of three educators who resided as
members of School Data Teams in three different districts in three different Connecticut
public schools. None of the participants in the pilot study was from the Milestone school
district. The subjects voluntarily participated in this study and represented a cross section
of settings, grade levels, and experience levels. Monica taught seventh and eighth grade
science in a diverse, urban district at a K-8 bilingual school; Jane taught fourth grade in a
mostly white, suburban district at an intermediate school; and Kelly taught High School
English in a diverse urban district in a grade 9-12 school. Because the study was limited
to three people, it is difficult to determine what effect the sampling method had. By
keeping the study narrowed to the experiences of Connecticut teachers who had utilized
the CALI model of Data Teams, I was able to understand their experience in ways that
might be particular to them yet may also shed light on other teachers’ experiences.
Results of the study revealed that while each participant had a unique experience
as a member of a Data Team, all shared many perspectives in common. Six themes that
emerged throughout the interviews were: collaboration, shared leadership, organizational
conditions, standards-based practice, assessment, and self-efficacy.

57

The central theme that became apparent in this study was the importance of
collaboration. Whether the group is defined as a Data Team, a PLC, or a community of
practice, all labels describe “a group of individuals who share a goal and work together to
achieve the goal, assess their progress, make corrections, and hold themselves
accountable for achieving their common goal” (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2010, p. 35).
Data Teams are a type of collaborative team. Data Teams are structured so that teachers
work collaboratively to improve teaching and learning. All three participants noted
collaboration as a positive and critical component of a Data Team.
This pilot study informed the development of the dissertation study in several
ways. First, the focus shifted from participants needing to reside on both the School Data
Team and Instructional Data Team to simply being a member of the Instructional Data
Team. The architecture of the teams is set up so that teachers play a more active role in
the decision making of the school as well as acting as facilitators. However, the fidelity
to shared leadership on School Data Teams is not always followed so I decided to focus
solely on the experience of members of Instructional Data Teams.
Another way the study for the dissertation changed was by focusing on one grade
level and content area as opposed to many. Because standards-based practice was
something that was emphasized during the pilot study, focusing on one content area and
grade level allowed me to focus on a limited number of content standards as they related
to curriculum and assessment design as functions of the Data Team. Standards-based
education refers to “systems of instruction, assessment, grading, and academic reporting
that are based on students demonstrating understanding or mastery of the knowledge and
skills they are expected to learn as they progress through their education” (Glossary of
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Education Reform, 2014). Because all participants in the study were focusing on the
same standards to guide their work, the eleventh grade English Language Arts
Connecticut Common Core Standards, it provided a more consistent focus than
attempting to keep track of multiple grade levels and content areas. All pilot study
participants agreed that they focused more on the standards as a result of being on a Data
Team.
Another way that the dissertation study changed was from solely utilizing indepth interviewing as a methodology to using case study as my methodology. By
focusing on one Data Team in one setting, it allowed me to provide a more focused, indepth approach (Yin, 2008). Tracking one Data Team as a unit of focus was a better
model than tracking different members of different teams. By observing the Data Team
collectively at work as well as conducting individual interviews, I was able to understand
both the individual and collective aspects of the Data Team structure. Although I was
still able to employ in-depth interviewing as part of the overall case study design,
adopting a case study approach was beneficial to the study as it provided new insights
and added greater depth to the research as well as allowing me to focus on one team.
Data Collection
Multiple data sources were used to explore the phenomenon of Instructional Data
Teams including: Data Team meeting observations, participant interviews, and a review
of documents and artifacts (curriculum documents, common formative pre and post
assessments, five-step process documents, Data Team agendas and Data Team minutes).
Data were used to augment an understanding of how utilizing a specific structure assists
in promoting collaborative practices and professional discourse on the Data Team.
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Field Notes
The first phase of data collection involved observations of participants in Data
Team meetings. Four, two-and -a-half hour Data Team meetings were attended
throughout the year and observations were recorded. The purpose of these observations
was to watch the Data Team in action and to listen to the discourse that emerged. The
purpose of these observations was also to uncover if the time meeting in Data Teams and
the protocols used demonstrated whether changes in practice occurred as a result of these
meetings.
The field notes collected from these meetings utilized a comprehensive systematic
approach taking notes chronologically in real time. Recording salient features along the
way also occurred. The notes were primarily observational in nature (Schatzman &
Strauss, 1973) derived from watching and listening and contain limited interpretation.
Throughout the process of observations, artifacts from the meetings were
collected as well and informed the data from the field notes. Artifacts included: lesson
plans and units of study used in the English three course, pre and post assessments that
correlated to each unit, Data Team’s entry forms, agendas and minutes (see sample
artifacts Appendix H).
The second phase of the data collection involved in-depth interviewing. In-depth
interviewing consists of three, tape-recorded, ninety-minute, in-depth interviews with
each participant (Seidman, 1998). Other than the overall research questions, and the
broad topics that outline the interviews, the interviews themselves were fairly
unstructured. These semi-structured interviews were iterative and built upon themselves.
I prepared some questions and possible probes, but largely let the stories unfold naturally.
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I refrained from asking “leading” questions of the participants. I took notes on specific
areas that I found curious, and noted comments for further exploration, or descriptions
that I detailed, or anything from the participant comments that I chose to emphasize.
I met the participants in a place of their choice. The settings of the meetings were
comfortable places with little to no distractions and good acoustics to ensure that the tape
recordings were as clear as possible. I wrote down some summary statements in my notes
after each interview to help with retention, processing, and reflection.
Data Analysis
I labeled and dated the notes from each observation and the tapes from each
interview. I transcribed the tapes and then labeled and dated each transcript. I
transcribed all interviews myself and did not use any type of software support for coding
or analysis. Once transcripts were created from the tape-recorded interviews, I reviewed
the transcripts as well as the artifacts and field notes that were collected and looked for
themes and trends that emerged from the data. I also re-read my notes taken during and
after the interviews and looked for large themes (Rossman & Rallis, 1998). I then coded
each interview and coded the artifacts. I coded the documents utilizing highlighters,
color-coding, and/or stickers to identify themes. Patton (2002) describes this qualitative
content analysis as “any qualitative data reduction and sense making effort that takes a
volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify core consistencies and meanings”
(p.453). I then cut the emergent themes into piles and coded them again using constant
comparison (Glaser & Straus, 1967) to continually revisit the data. Finally, I transferred
the data onto color coded index cards to make the process more manageable. During the
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writing stage, I revisited the notes and continued to analyze the themes that emerged from
the data.
This dance with the data is a tediously valuable process. As Patton (2002)
explains, “the analyst moves back and forth between the logical construction and the
actual data in search for meaning” (p.406). Ultimately, I was able to get to a “structural
synthesis” of the data, which culminated in arriving at the essence and organizational
pattern of the phenomenon being explored (Marshall & Rossman, 1999).
Trustworthiness of the Data
Qualitative research relies on credibility, dependability, transferability, and
confirmability to constitute trustworthiness (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Marshall &
Rossman, 1999). In this type of analysis, the trustworthiness is derived by the
researcher’s acknowledgement of her own bias (Marshall & Rossman 1999). I have
addressed the issues of my own biases by acknowledging having worked at one time
with three of the five participants in this study: Dolores, Flynn, and Christie. Gaining
access to participants was easier as a result of these prior acquaintances. My biases
further include being a former professional development specialist who delivered training
in the CALI modules to support the CALI initiative in the state of Connecticut. I
purposely note this bias due to my position as researcher in this study. As Patton (2002)
reminds us, the researcher is the instrument in qualitative research, and as Madison
(2005) reminds us, the researcher must be open and transparent when gathering data.
Another effort to increase trustworthiness in the study involved the interview
process. The three-part nature of the in-depth phenomenological interview requires a twothree-week period to complete. This notion of prolonged engagement (Lincoln & Guba,
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1985) serves as a means for promoting trustworthiness. Additionally, I used two
competent critical friends to debrief with me regarding the study. These critical friends
consisted of a tenured professor from a New York university and the coordinator of
public education and school support for the National Education Association in New
Hampshire. The critical friends reviewed all of my work and made comments and asked
questions to assist in providing clarity as well as furthering my thinking. Communication
with critical friends was both in person, on the phone, and via online correspondence. By
enlisting the assistance of peer de-briefers, this helped ensure the credibility of the study
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Finally, to further promote the trustworthiness of the data, all participants in the
study had an opportunity to review and edit any portion of the work not consistent with
upholding their personal integrity.
Ethical Considerations
Each participant received an informed consent form prior to participating in the
study. The participants were informed about the purpose of the study and apprised of the
protection they would be afforded as a participant in the study. The anonymity of the
participants, as well as their schools, districts, or any other identifying factors are
maintained by pseudonyms. All participants were allowed the opportunity to review
tapes, verbatim transcripts, and the study itself and make decisions regarding what could
or could not be included in the final version. Participants had the right to edit any part of
the transcript that they did not feel appropriately or accurately represented them. This
process of respondent validation by conducting any necessary editing before the final
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report is submitted is called member checking (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In terms of
reciprocity, the participants were thanked with a token of appreciation for their time.
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CHAPTER 4
RESEARCH FINDINGS
It is the long history of humankind (and animal kind, too) those who learned to
collaborate and improvise most effectively have prevailed.
—Charles Darwin
The purpose of this research study was to explore and understand the lived
experiences of Connecticut educators who are members of a secondary English
Instructional Data Team that uses the CALI model. The following research questions
informed the study:
1. What is the experience of being a member of a Data Team?
2. How does collaborative practice in the form of Data Teams that use the
CALI model impact professional learning?
The research findings in this chapter are based on analyses of the following data
sources: school documents and Data Team artifacts, field notes from the researcher’s
observations at Data Team meetings, and semi-structured in-depth interviews. During indepth interviews, participants described their perceptions and experiences with Data
Teams. They also discussed the challenges and opportunities of being on a Data Team
that uses the CALI model. Throughout the study, participants reflected upon the
characteristics of effective Data Teams.
Background
Observations, field notes, interviews, and data collection occurred at an urban,
public 9-12 school in Connecticut, Milestone High School. At the time of the study,
members from all departments at Milestone High School were participating in Data
Teams as prescribed by the CALI model. The English department had four grade level
Data Teams operating concurrently. Data Teams were organized as English one (9th
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grade) English two (10th grade) English three (11th grade) and English four (12th grade).
This study focused on the English three Data Team.
Participants on the English three Data Team included:
English Three Data Team Member Profiles
Participants

Age

Experience
Level

Gender

Ethnicity

Formal Data
Team Training

Jenny

24

1 yr.

F

white

N

Desdemona

25

1 yr.

F

white

N

Penny

35

7 yrs.

F

white

Y

Flynn

36

10 yrs.

M

white

Y

Dolores

66

26 yrs.

F

white

Y

Findings
After observing four, Instructional Data Team meetings, reviewing documents,
and interviewing the five English three Data Team members at Milestone High School
about their experiences as members of an Instructional Data Team, several themes
emerged. The data revealed that while each participant had a unique experience as a
member of a Data Team, all shared many perspectives in common.
Six themes that emerged throughout the interviews were:
•

collaboration

•

shared leadership

•

organizational conditions

•

standards-based education

•

assessment
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•

self-efficacy

Artifacts, notes, and participant responses to the questions often created
considerable overlap in the findings. In those cases, the researcher decided where the
responses most logically fit. The first three themes, collaboration, shared leadership, and
organizational conditions were most closely associated with Question 1. The next three
themes, standards-based education, assessment, and self-efficacy were most closely
associated with Question 2.
The first research question was: What is the experience of being a member of a
Data Team? All five participants discussed their experience of being on a Data Team as
one that was marked by collaboration.
Theme 1 Collaboration
The importance of collaboration to teachers cannot be underestimated. Whether
the collaboration is experienced through a PLC, a community of practice, or a
collaborative team, all labels describe “a group of individuals who share a goal and work
together to achieve the goal, assess their progress, make corrections, and hold themselves
accountable for achieving their common goal” (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2010, p. 35).
Data Teams are structured so that teachers work collaboratively to improve teaching and
learning. All five participants noted collaboration as a positive and critical component of
a Data Team.
According to Jenny, a first year teacher:
This is so different from my student teaching—I had a mentor teacher who
thought good teaching was sitting on a stool and reading Shakespeare. I gave her
my lessons—and I don’t think she really read them—I did a lot of skills-based
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assignments and used a lot of discourse and she was like “No—they need to read
Shakespeare—end of discussion.” [Jenny shakes her head, looks down, and
sighs. Her left hand flips her long brown hair off of her sage green sweater and
over her shoulder.]
The students just round robin read the play from their seats and they were
bored out of their minds and I was like—are all schools like this? If that was my
only model, I would have been in trouble. She didn’t share anything and she just
wanted me to copy her methods and her worksheets. We never discussed
anything—I just listened. I never met with other teachers in the department
except during department meetings. [Jenny smiles and leans over the table her
eyes are wide open.]
When I came to Milestone, I couldn’t believe it—everyone shares
everything. They share all of their resources and then I can modify them if I
want. I am not afraid of going to any of the seasoned teachers to ask for help or
ideas—I have never seen anything like it. In other schools, lots of teachers really
don’t want to share because they are like, “it’s really not my job to do your work
for you—no one did it for me”—but at Milestone it’s like people actually enjoy
sharing and helping. On the Data Team, we share documents at every meeting.
Desdemona, the other first year teacher on the team reported similar surprise and
delight in the collaboration that exists on the Data Team and the culture of sharing that
exists at Milestone in general:
I think what struck me the most when I first came here was the collaboration.
Before I came to Milestone, I “co-taught” [uses air quotes] with a teacher during a
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long term subbing assignment in another district. Her idea of co-teaching was to
be on her iPad the whole time she was in my room and then she would say, “Send
me your lesson plans, and I will modify them” when she was walking out the
door. Here, teachers actually share their thinking, their strategies, and their
things. I share things too. We share a lot at the actual Data Team meetings and
we use Google Docs too. We actually talk about the work together. If I don’t
understand something, it usually becomes clear through our conversations during
Data Teams. [Desdemona’s blue eyes sparkle from across the table and she
smiles widely when stating with sincerity,] I feel like people want to help you
here.
Help is felt in real time as well as virtually. The collaboration through Google
Docs that Desdemona alludes to has been a tremendous support for the team. Penny, the
Data Team facilitator, created an “English three” folder that is shared by all group
members. Tony, the English department chair at Milestone High school also has access
to the shared folder. As part of my analysis of the documents associated with the English
three Data Team, I was granted access to the folder as well. The shared documents allow
for increased collaboration around curriculum, instruction, and assessment as it relates to
the team. Due to the sheer size of Milestone High School, sharing documents digitally
assists with collaboration.
Although sharing may have been a difficult shift in practice initially for Dolores,
the most veteran educator on the team, she notes that collaboration is critical to her
experience on the Data Team. Although Dolores has twenty-five years more experience
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than Jenny and Desdemona, she also notes that collaboration is critical to her experience
on the Data Team:
[Dolores looks up for a minute, arms crossed over the muted brown and mauve
tones on her printed shirt.] I feel like we all share more now because we realize
we like to share—it’s good to share—this probably took me a little longer to get
around to than the others, but now I’m there. We share strategies, ideas, celebrate
and commiserate together—we trust each other. I have a new respect for the
newbies—they can teach you something after all—great ideas from the newbies—
they really know the strategies [pauses] and the technology.
Flynn also discusses the importance of collaboration but notes that it is the quality
of the collaboration that counts:
I do think that in the ten years that I have been here at Milestone the culture has
changed to being more collaborative; the conditions are set up better to do this
now like having a schedule that includes Data Team meetings. This did not
happen before CALI—the only things we had were department meetings and
faculty meetings—and even those were only happening because of the contract
and they felt more like a long laundry list that could have been sent through email.
The diversity on our team supports the quality of the collaboration. The
multigenerational aspect helps us to hear others’ perspectives.
[Flynn pauses for a few minutes looks down at the table and then looks
directly at me as if he has found an answer.] If we were all too much alike and
too agreeable it wouldn’t get us to think as much as we do. It forces you to go
outside of your comfort zone when you hear the ideas of others—and if you allow
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yourself to be open to those—especially those things that work with kids —then
that can be a game changer. So not only is working together important but it is
the quality of our collaborative work that makes a difference.
The conditions that Flynn refers to can be reflected in many documents associated
with the CALI Data Team model. A schedule is provided to all educators at Milestone
High School at the onset of the academic year outlining all professional development
days, including early release days for Data Team meetings. Data Team time is held
sacred at Milestone; it never gets cancelled or rescheduled. Contrary to the days of the
top down “laundry list” of activities associated with faculty and department meetings,
Instructional Data Teams at Milestone High School create their own agendas and
preserve their own minutes. The level of organization and formality that the Data Team
model provides is embraced by teachers and empowers the team.
As Flynn indicates, collaboration is not group work or group brainstorming.
Preserving the quality of the conversation means remaining focused and purposeful.
David Perkins (2003), discusses the notion that one bad idea has the potential of infecting
the scope of other’s contributions. Having a facilitator, staying focused and using
structure as well as limiting the size of the group to five to seven people will help the
group from devolving from collaboration into “coblaboration”. The Eleventh grade
English Data Team consists of five members, which includes a facilitator.
Consistent with organizational theory, “The accomplishments of a proficient and
well-organized group are widely considered to be greater than the accomplishments of
isolated individuals” (Little, 1987, p. 496). Human capital, what Carrie Leanna (2010)
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defines as the knowledge of individual teachers, is being enhanced by social capital, the
interactions among teachers in a school.
Dolores waits for the beeping of the microwave from the adjacent faculty room to
conclude before framing her statement with elbows on the table and her hands pointing
straight forward. She goes on to emphasize that the social capital that she enjoys is
critical to her overall experience:
We have a good team of good players—it’s like the Red Sox—they weren’t great
individually but together they won the World Series—I don’t mean that we are
not great individually too—but you know what I mean—you have to have fun—
respect each other—or you can’t work together. When you can bring out the best
in each other—that’s the foundation of any good relationship. If one of us has an
idea about an assessment or a strategy and we throw it into the middle of the table
and then we all work on it—we shape it and improve it—something new and
improved comes out. Collaboration breeds that kind of creativity and betterment.
What Dolores refers to about “something new and improved” emerging from the
discourse is what Pixar animation refers to as “plussing” where one can only critique an
idea if one can add a constructive suggestion. The spirit of improvement and positive
energy is palpable on the English three Data Team; the collaboration is infectious. I was
able to observe plussing in real time when participants developed a performance based
assessment (PBA) that mimicked the format of the Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium’s performance assessments. The PBA that the team created was titled
Transcendental Teacher of the Year. Teachers on the team riffed off of each other’s ideas
to create the assessment brainstorming individually and then sharing as a whole group on
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a white board while the facilitator wrote out all of their ideas in alternately colored
markers. The process involved in the creation of the PBA took several hours and many
spirited discussions.
Jenny notes the time spent in collaborative conversations is important. The
collaboration extends beyond the required times that members have to meet as a Data
Team. Jenny feels that the Data Team sets the collaboration in motion and then it
continues:
We, me and Desdemona especially, meet after school all the time—there never
seems to be enough time—we meet and plan together and continue the same sort
of work we do at Data Teams after Data Teams—sometimes we just continue to
meet in our room right after the Data Team and keep going. I love the
collaboration.
Extending the collaboration beyond the school day reinforces the desire for
sharing. Some teachers are voluntarily getting together now due to the value they place
on the collaboration that occurs in Data Teams. For brand new teachers like Jenny and
Desdemona in their first year, the support the Data Team model affords them is
embraced. The curricular improvement and common planning that occurs during Data
Teams is also valued by participants. The curricular improvement and common planning
that occurs during Data Teams is also valued by participants. All teachers on the English
three Data Team use the same five units which comprise the English three curriculum for
the academic year. These teacher-created guides have been in place for a couple of years
at Milestone High School and undergo audits and revisions on a yearly basis to ensure
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curriculum improvement. As a first year teacher, Jenny is grateful for the support she
receives in this area from the Data Team:
In my former district I didn’t even know what a curriculum was—I never saw
one. It was like ok you are going to teach The Crucible and Hamlet and the books
are on the shelf and that’s it, but here I was handed five units for English three
that listed the assessments, and all of the choices for texts and the standards we
were working on. That doesn’t happen everywhere—right there you are like,
Wow! This is really going to help me and this is really going to save me some
time.
[Jenny waves the units in her hand as if she has won the lottery.] Thank
you! Desdemona and I use those units as our bible, and we stick to the pace. We
make notes on the unit documents to discuss at Data Teams if we have a question
or if there is something that we would like to change.
Collaboration takes on renewed importance in a standards based environment—
you cannot teach, plan and assess without knowledge of the standards so sharing and
helping each other reinforce that knowledge is critical. Data Team meetings are held in
the library media center and the interactions are collegial. The English three group is
seated at a round table with a varied array of candy in the middle. All computer lids are
up and the group was charting the data (step one in the five step process) from a CFA the
students had just taken. A conversation demonstrating a collegial exchange regarding
data input into their digital entry form follows:
Penny: Ok. Dolores, I still don’t have your data [looks up from the white
computer lid and smiles]
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Dolores: I know, I know—I have it done—I was just having problems putting it
into the computer [sighs].
Flynn: Let me see—
Dolores: It’s not letting me into the grid. I am right below Flynn in the College
Prep section.
Flynn: Let me see—Dolores [Flynn gets up from the round table, walks over to
Dolores, leans over her right shoulder as his scarlet necktie bobs above the
keyboard and attempts to fix the issue].
Penny: Ok, no worries—I have the grid up just read me your results and we’ll put
them in right now.
[Flynn continues to pluck away at the keyboard to try to bring up the grid for step
one, Data Collection.]
Dolores: ok ready, here goes [reads data]. Thanks guys—sorry I wasn’t ready—I
should have done this for Penny before or just emailed it.
Penny: [adjusts her glasses by pushing them up the bridge of her nose] If you
have that glitch again, just email it mama.
Another example of collaboration can be seen when participants are revising
curriculum. All team members have the “Unit 1” document in front of them and they are
doing an initial curriculum review of the unit:
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Dolores: The Unit 1 guiding question sounds like a history question—I don’t
think we wanted them to identify the conflicts that resulted did we? That’s not
the focus.
Jenny: [Reviewing the document underlining a portion of it with a pen] Isn’t it
really what literary works resulted if we look at the enduring understandings?
Flynn: Ya, I think you’re right—let’s flag that with a notation for revision—good
catch. [The team members all make a notation on their document next to the
portion entitled “guiding questions.”]
Desdemona: Ok I also don’t like the wording of “Imagine that you are a voice in
your community” see it on page two under unit assessment? Do you think we
could re-write those directions? [reaches for candy that is in a pile in the center of
the round table, removes the royal blue wrapper from a Lindt Truffle, and pops it
in her mouth].
Penny: Ya, that’s probably not a good way to frame that—if we were trying to set
it up as a PBA, we were probably trying to situate the student in a role—we could
make a notation to make this more specific—give them a role.
Penny: I have also flagged the Anne Bradstreet piece—it needs to be W1 [a
reference to the CCSS Writing Standard One, argumentative writing] I mean
c’mon [loudly] it’s called argumentative writing!
Jenny: Who uses “Sinners”? Do we all use it? I think because it’s the major
writing piece we should all use it [reaches for a Twix bar].
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Dolores: I use it
Flynn: I use “Sinners”
Jenny: I asked because I gave a choice, but some [students] don’t choose it and I
think it is the best one to use for the kids—it’s pretty rigorous, but it is the best
one to get the job done.
Penny: I gave a choice too. I think the students like the Bradstreet because they
used it in a previous assignment—but I understand your point—I am willing to
make “Sinners” a requirement if we all agree.
Flynn: I think we should
Jenny: Me too
Desdemona: Yes
Dolores: Amen!
[Team members continue to make notes on their hard copies and Penny continues
to type revising the electronic copy up on the screen.]
Dolores: Ok we are making some good changes—this is good—[pushes up the
sleeves of her lilac sweater] how about this for a change? [loudly] Unit one is just
too damn long! Eight weeks on the Puritans in your first two months of school—I
mean Oh my God!—that’s brutal!—even for us—this is the longest and most
difficult unit to get through, and that’s what we start the year with? I get sick of it
too—not just the kids—by the end we are all like c’mon transcendentalists! And
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then it feels like we can just ease on down, ease on down the road [sings] for the
rest of the year. [Group laughter]
Flynn: [squinting] If I remember correctly, I think we did that for a reason
because we were going chronologically.
Dolores: Sure, I remember and it makes sense, but our poor kids.
Desdemona: Well, could someone put a note at the top [of the page] to review
length?
Jenny: Ya, there are also eleven assessments in this unit and that doesn’t include
the CFAs.
Penny: I have made a note of the length of the unit and the number of
assessments—Thanks guys!
The team members have a strong rapport. The conversations are focused,
collegial, and productive. Although the conversation remains on the standards and the
unit revision, the tenor is light. There is laughter, productivity, and chocolate. Dolores’s
experience and no-nonsense attitude shine through. Her attention to the students and
their needs is always present.
Dolores injects humor and comic relief at every opportunity. The air time is
shared even though Dolores can be a very dominating personality. The new teachers,
Jenny and Desdemona, appear to be comfortable enough to speak and their comments are
well received by the group. Simultaneous participation in editing and note taking to audit
the unit is occurring so that the shared focus on the standards, content, and revisions do
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not get lost. The Data Team goes through this curriculum auditing process throughout
the year at the end of each unit. Data Teams encourage discourse. Creating a true
collaborative culture where people are not afraid to speak their minds as opposed to the
contrived collegiality that Hargreaves (1994) warns against makes an enormous
difference in the effectiveness of the team.
Collaboration and interdependence are described enthusiastically and viewed
positively by all five participants. When teaching is not an individual act but a collective
and connected activity within the school collaborative communities have led to
improvement (Love, 2008; McLaughlin & Talbert 2010). All five participants enjoy and
value the collaboration that occurs as a result of Data Teams. Coming together to talk
about practice, share student work, and problem solve together are activities that have
been described enthusiastically and viewed positively by all participants. Teacher
collaboration can be a powerful professional learning strategy by providing,
“opportunities for adults across a school system to learn and think together about how to
improve their practice in ways that lead to improved student achievement” (Annenberg
Institute for School Reform, 2004, p.2). Collective practice is quickly being recognized
by educators and researchers as a highly effective tool to improve both teaching and
learning (Johnson 2010; Leanna 2010; McLaughlin & Talbert 2010).
Theme 2: Shared Leadership
Once collaboration is established on the Data Team, shared leadership has the
potential to emerge. Every individual in the school contributing to the success of the
organization as a whole can be seen in the changes in leadership that Data Teams
engender. Data Teams intend to be a teacher empowerment model. The architecture of
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the teams is set up so that teachers play a more active role in decisions around teaching
and learning. However, the fidelity to shared leadership on Data Teams is not always
followed. Shared leadership, also known as distributed leadership or democratic
leadership, is a flattening of the hierarchical model that we have historically seen in
schools (Elmore, 2000). Shared leadership involves the interactions between leaders and
followers and the reciprocity and learning that occurs as a result. Interdependence is a
key factor in a shared leadership model (Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2001). Senge
(1990) states that interdependence requires collaborative action and a focus on
relationships. Shared or distributive leadership is intended to enhance the individual and
collective capacity of the organization (Yukl, 2002). The presence or absence of shared
leadership on Data Teams is something that all participants mention as affecting their
experience on the team.
As Penny explains, Milestone’s Data Teams are not structured in the purely
traditional way that CALI models for districts:
So I am the facilitator of my Instructional Data Team, but I am one of four Data
Team leaders that represent the department—not one like in the model. There are
four of us as facilitators of the Instructional Data Teams in one department —that
is because Milestone is “ginormous”—this makes for a big Data Team leader
meeting and I think there is another layer of administrators for school wide—like
when the department chairs report out. I think we sort of have an extra layer
between the Instructional Data Team and the School Data Team. Our school is
just too big to make it work any other way. I do feel like I have a voice as a Data
Team leader when I report out for English three.
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Penny goes on to say that in addition to having a voice on the school wide level,
she also feels like there is shared leadership amongst the English three Instructional Data
Team:
We share roles and responsibilities on the team—I make the agenda and send it
out for changes to the team. Anyone can weigh in. Jenny makes the calendar and
she usually does the minutes. Sometimes, Flynn will act as clarifier for the team,
and sometimes Dolores will act as a summarizer. Desdemona is constantly
researching things as we go—so I guess “head researcher” is sort of her unofficial
role. We do feel like the leadership is distributed in the group, and that is when
we want to keep going. We are all active participants on the team.
In contrast, Flynn often feels like when hierarchical command and control
practices persist, members of the team lose faith in the Data Team process:
Tony [Department Head] just tells us what to do, and if we ask if we can change it
he usually says no. So it’s like us spending 15 minutes to find the problem and 25
minutes figuring out how we are going to convince Tony to let us change
something. Sometimes he is agreeable but other times he says no without a lot of
explanation and I wonder if that’s because he is taking his cues from Mary
[Associate Principal] or the district. When we get told no enough, it doesn’t feel
empowering.
Dolores points out the shared leadership that occurs when the team is assertive in
its ability to demand change and confront administration. There is strength in numbers:
In a weird way, I think group leadership helps when you are going up against
administration—like if I just say something alone I might look like a complainer
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but when our group can all say the same thing like, “This assessment doesn’t
make sense,” then I think our chances are better—our chances for getting
administration to change or reconsider is better if you have a critical mass—for
me that’s the five of us on English three. In the case, with that winter benchmark
on Scarlett Letter and Billy Budd he [Tony] did listen. We all agreed that it did
not make sense and that it used the wrong excerpt from Scarlett Letter for the
prompt. He agreed, and I think he appreciated our pointing it out. He let us
change it.
Acknowledging teachers as leaders in areas with which they have a lot of practice
is important for team members. The story of the winter benchmark demonstrates that
teachers can read the assessment with as much or more scrutiny than the administration.
As Jenny points out:
I feel like we know as much or more about assessment as they do—I mean we are
the ones making it, giving it, scoring it. Tony told us about Edcite [a digital
assessment website] which is awesome and really helpful, but Penny probably
knows more about how to use it than Tony. I feel like assessment is an area that
we can definitely lead in. We found the mismatch in the winter benchmark—the
prompt didn’t match the passage. We all saw it immediately when we were
reviewing the assessment. So we went to Tony as a group. I feel better when we
go with a problem as a group—and I think typically we get taken more seriously
and are viewed less as complainers and more as leaders if we go together. It also
helps to know that you are not the only one who thinks that way. Tony thanked
us for finding it and let us change it.
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It is important to note that the biggest shift in the Data Teams as a way of
improving education is that the power structure is no longer top down; it is lateral. This
is the proposed model, but it is not always followed with fidelity by the leaders in the
building. All members explain what happens when administrators are still “running the
show” on Data Teams.
As Penny describes, there needs to be a balance:
I think you cannot be a top down manager and expect Data Teams to work—last
year, Tony wasn’t even really allowed to say anything in our groups except
answer our questions and clarify things. This year, there is a little bit more
requiring than guiding. He gives us the benchmarks and there is usually no
wiggle room. He weighs in on our unit revisions when we have changes. We
love Tony, but sometimes I feel like he has to listen to Mary which is his boss and
that’s what makes it tough for him to give us the amount of freedom that we want.
I also bet that Mary has to listen to someone to—so we do get it.
There is a balance though. I still feel pretty independent when I am
making the agenda and when we make our CFAs and do the analysis. He is
reasonable if we can back up our requests with evidence. He also gives us a lot of
public shout outs within the department when he thinks credit is due. He is
without question the most knowledgeable department chair with regard to Data
Teams at Milestone and that helps us all. So the balance of his voice and ours—
that’s when it’s good.
Flynn and Penny demonstrate an awareness of the administrative higher ups as
not being as collaborative as their teacher colleagues. It is a big shift for administrators
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to give up some control and allow teachers to have more of a voice in the vision of the
school. The focus on the relationships that administrators need to have with their staff to
support the Data Team model is critical. Trust is a key factor. Data Teams will not run
well if the relationship feels dictatorial versus democratic.
In slight contrast to her colleagues, Dolores feels like there is more voice from
teachers regarding their work than there had been in the past:
Tony gives me a wide berth. I definitely feel like he listens. He even comes to
me to ask me about content sometimes. I definitely feel like he respects my
knowledge and expertise and asks for suggestions. In that way, even though he is
the chair, it feels like he shares that leadership role. Tony always acknowledges
who gives him ideas—publicly—which you don’t always see from administration
and I appreciate that. I do feel like Mary is more directive but that’s probably
because she evaluates me some times. I like Tony—he has supported me a lot—
we don’t always agree with him but we all trust him—which is why he is a good
chair. He embraced the concept of Data Teams early on, and I think that’s why
our department is so strong.
The new teachers, Desdemona and Jenny, both indicate that their experience has
definitely not felt as hierarchical as it could feel in other schools. As Desdemona
describes:
As a first year teacher, I do go to Tony for a lot but that’s because I like to—I
want to do everything right. I think Jenny and I definitely get observed more, but
I think that’s because they have to and besides it’s because we are supposed to get
more support as new teachers. Tony really doesn’t say too much when he comes
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around to the Data Teams so I feel like he pretty much let’s Penny run the show
as facilitator. It’s a teacher-run meeting. We share everything from the meetings
in a Google Docs folder—he and Mary both have access to that. Tony and Mary
can also go into our Google docs folder if they ever want to look at our Data
Team minutes or agendas—or they can go into our CFA folder that has all of our
CFAs and our data entry forms too. I have never heard him say much about our
folders other than positive things or he reminds us if we are missing something or
he can’t find something.
Although all five participants have slightly different perspectives about their
relationships with administration and the concept of shared leadership in general,
perceptions may be linked to the relationship with administration, career stage, or
personality of the individual teacher. The architecture of the Data Teams that is intended
to flatten the hierarchical model appears to be in place on the English three Data Team.
Theme 3 Organizational Conditions
The shared leadership that the Data Team model is designed to engender is also
related to the organizational conditions that need to be in place for this model to occur.
All participants reveal that the organizational conditions such as time, space, and
scheduling, as well as the Data Team structure itself, affect their experience on Data
Teams.
One of the issues identified by participants was the importance of having time to
meet as a Data Team. The research on the importance of time for teachers to meet is
clear. “Collaborative time for teachers to undertake and sustain school improvement may
be more important than equipment, facilities, or even staff development.” (Raywid , p.
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30, 1993). Time has emerged as the key issue in many analyses of school change
throughout the years (Fullan, & Miles, 1992). Slack resources, such as time and space to
meet, have been cited to be critical to teacher collaboration. All five participants would
agree that time is key to sustaining effective Data Teams.
Jenny talks about the time crunch she experiences daily as a first year teacher:
I think we all have a lot to do, but as a first year teacher, you are learning it as you
are doing it—even if you had a good student teaching experience, it’s not the
same. There is so much to do—I don’t know how I would even come close to
making it without Data Teams. Every second of my day I try to save time to have
time for school work. I lay out my clothes, the bread for my sandwich, and all I
have to do is push the button for my coffee in the morning all to save on time
because I am already thinking about how much I have to do at school right when I
wake up. If I did not have those two and a half hours for Data Team meetings, I
don’t know what I would do—and that’s still not enough time to get everything
done. See this outfit? [points to her black skirt and salmon sweater] I laid it out
last night—right down to the jewelry—so I wouldn’t waste an extra second of
time that I could use for school work.
Desdemona reiterates how important the Data Team time is in the schedule:
I have other friends in other districts who don’t have Data Teams —or the early
release time—and they always tell me how lucky I am to have this time to meet—
to do the work with assessments and curriculum—and I am like how would you
do it without it? How would all of the work get done? I have three preps and
over 130 students. I think I am stressed now. I can’t imagine what I would be
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like if I didn’t have that time [shakes her head and looks down]—it would be
brutal.
Organizational conditions support teacher efficacy, action research, and
assessment efforts. When the organizational conditions do not exist for this to happen
teachers get discouraged. When those conditions do exist, they feel more supported
(Kraft & Papay 2014). Time is something that is sought after not only by new teachers
but by all participants. For some teachers, it is not only having the time set aside, but
how the time is spent that matters most.
Flynn makes an important observation about Data Team time:
Teachers are always going to want more time to get everything done. We have
time at Milestone to meet regularly, and we all think that’s a good thing—it
definitely helps us and supports our work. I think keeping that meeting time
sacred and scheduling it in has changed the culture here—people feel more
professional having meetings for some reason. Although we have the time
scheduled in to meet which is great and I appreciate it—sometimes we are so
efficient that we are inefficient. Does that make sense? I worry when we are so
lock step with the process and we check off boxes and we use the time going
through the steps that we really aren’t thinking about the work as much as we
could- that’s when I try to think about moving away from that compliance piece
to meeting more organically—but there are expectations that we are supposed to
meet and following the steps to the process is one of them. We actually got
dinged on that I think we got a two out of four on preparation on the IDT rubric.
We don’t always follow the process lock step and when we don’t, we get dinged.
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Flynn is referring to a rubric (see Appendix I) that Milestone High School uses to
rate the effectiveness of Instructional Data Teams. Milestone High School adapted its
rubric from the original “Standards for Instructional Data Teams” rubric that was
developed by the Connecticut State Department of Education in an effort to promote the
effectiveness of the team.
Tony assesses each Instructional Data Team in the English Department using this
rubric. There are four domains and four ratings on the rubric. English three received a 2
(Progressing) in the domain of Preparation. The team received a 3 (Proficient) under the
domain entitled Data Analyses and Goal Setting. The team also received a 3 (Proficient)
in Instructional Planning, and under the domain entitled “Participation”, the team
received a 4 (Exemplary), noting that all members contribute and act in a professional
manner. Preparation is an area that English three needs to work on according to Tony,
their department chair. As Flynn suggests, following the process is supposed to
maximize the time. In Flynn’s opinion, it may be detrimental to the level of depth
involved in the process so preparation and following the steps with fidelity is less
important than the actual reflection and organic discussions that occur. Flynn still
believes that meeting regularly is beneficial to the group.
Finding collegial interactive time during the day has been investigated by many
researchers (Ainsworth, & Viegut, 2006; Watts & Castle, 1993). Collaborative time to
meet is either enhanced or obstructed by the master schedule. All participants stated that
obtaining the schedule in the beginning of the year and preserving Data Team time has
been valuable.
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In addition to speaking about the importance of having the time to meet,
participants also commented about the environment for meetings. Jenny describes how
the space is conducive to effective meetings:
I like meeting in the library at our back table. It’s a good place—the acoustics are
good. I like meeting at a round table. We can all use our computers. There is a
printer close by too. Tony can roam around to all four groups and if he needs to
address us as a department he can. It’s a good set up.
Dolores also makes note of the environment and the structure for Data Team
meetings being important to its effectiveness:
I think for me and Flynn and Penny we are now at a place when we don’t
remember not [emphasis added] having Data Teams, but it has morphed from
spending the entire day together every other month in the bunker [small room in
library with no windows] to spending more regularly-scheduled, less-intensive
meetings in the LMC [Library Media Center]. Although we got a lot done in
seven hours in the bunker, we never really got into the groove of meeting
regularly—and we would all get distracted by the distractions that occur in your
classroom when you are out—but you are really not out—for the day. I think the
regularly scheduled meetings on early release have helped—I like that time frame
and consistency better.
The conditions in place such as time space and resources are well established on
the team. Everyone knows what to bring to the Data Team meetings and where to bring
it. The entire English department, all four teams, meet in the library on the left hand side.
The space consists of four round tables with approximately eight chairs around each one.
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The space is enclosed by book shelves offering a cozy semi-enclosed space for Data
Teams meetings to occur. Although each team member arrives with a laptop, there are
several computers in the library, as well as a copier, providing further access and
convenience to resources if needed. The space in the Library Media Center is conducive
to supporting the team meetings.
The Data Team structure and process is well-established at the meetings. The
following excerpt shows the team reviewing pre-CFA data. Penny, as facilitator, runs
through the steps of the five-step process. It is expected that participants complete Step
1, chart the data, prior to their arrival.
Everyone in the group reviews the shared CFA data entry form document for
English three. Stop light highlighting is used to mark the levels—beginning reddeveloping yellow- and goal green and because there are four levels, blue is added to
highlight the advanced rating. The following exchange takes place as a result of the
team’s review of the pre-CFA data for unit four posted in step one of the five-step
process on the data entry forms. As the participants are reviewing step one “chart the
data”, which is labeled on their form as “data collection”, they also begin to discuss step
two, “analyzing the strengths and obstacles”:
Penny: Wow! you guys [Dolores and Desdemona] both got 50% and we are not
even close.
Dolores: I have been talking about evidence all year—I require it on home work.
Desdemona: I saw that—I do too, but then I wonder if I am scoring the same way
you are.
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Jenny: It makes me feel like a really hard scorer—maybe we can ask Tony for
time in department to do a calibration session and create some anchors.
Flynn: I’d like to do another tuning protocol or an LASW [Looking AT Student
Work] and as he says, we don’t do Looking At Student Work enough anyway—so
maybe if we ask for something he thinks we need, he’ll give us the time to do it.
Dolores: My CP [College Prep] kids don’t get the analysis—it’s that elaboration
that we always talk about.
Penny: Ya, but your honors kids are at about 80%.
Penny: [In reference to step two, Analyzing Strengths and Obstacles] Some of
my kids are still not grabbing two pieces of evidence only one.
Flynn: When they take the SBAC PBAs, they are going to be asked to wrestle
with up to four or five sources.
Jenny: Ya, but this is just a quick CFA and even though this is writing [emphasis
added] like we always say it’s actually more of an R1 [Reading Standard 1
CCSS]—but I don’t want to have that conversation again because I know the
skills are similar and that’s why it’s our problem of practice.
The group goes on to set the SMART [Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant
and Timely] goal in Step three and then discusses the instructional strategies that they
need to employ in step four:
Penny: Ok so we are at 35 percent proficient or above over all for the pre-CFA.
Flynn: How many students is that raw number?
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Jenny: 152
Desdemona: 152 out of 431 total juniors
Dolores: ok let’s look at the developing column—what students to you think you
can move to goal?
Jenny: maybe three
Flynn: I still can’t believe Grace didn’t make goal. I think I might have four
Dolores: five
Desdemona: four
Penny: I am going to say five
Flynn: so that’s 21—lets add that 21 to the 152 if the 152 maintains
Dolores: 173
Penny: 173 divided by 431 (uses calculator on phone) ok that’s 40 percent. So
our SMART goal will move from 35 to 40 percent proficiency?
Jenny: Is that too low?
Flynn: that’s reality—that’s the A in Smart—Achievable
Penny: ok I am writing that into step three. Ok now let’s talk about strategies
Jenny: Let’s use that QPA [Question Paragraph Analysis] that Tony sent us on
the video.
Penny: I call it a CTE—Claim Text Evidence—I think it will help the students.
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Flynn: I feel like we have been using QPA and CTE all year. Is it helping?
Dolores: I think we should use feedback as a strategy
Penny: Sometimes I think the strategy helps to focus their response but maybe we
should combine it with peer feedback.
Flynn: Peer feedback about the quality of the claims?
Desdemona: Peer feedback might help them internalize the rubric
Penny: the post CFA is also William Carlos Williams
Dolores: and that one is definitely harder
Desdemona: I think sometimes QPA helps it helps but sometimes it depends on
what piece of text they are analyzing.
Flynn: [referencing the poems] Complaint is much more difficult than Complete
Destruction but for some of our students, both are difficult.
Dolores: I think the size of Complete Destruction through them off because it’s
so short
Penny: I think the space we gave them to write threw them off
Jenny: I think it may have helped some of them
Flynn: the only reason we gave them more space to write is because the poem
was shorter.
Dolores: Shouldn’t we be giving them the same amount of space each time?
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Penny: that’s a format consideration—we just always try to keep it to one page
Jenny: it is a good point, though
Penny: ok so how many times a week? The peer feedback?
Dolores: [shrugs shoulders] how ‘bout two?
Penny: two times a week for the next five weeks before the post? All agreed?
Group: yes
The conversation regarding the five steps is somewhat linear, and not all five
steps are completed. After beginning to discuss the strategies they go back to analyzing
the strengths and weaknesses to see if the strategy matches the need. Although peer
feedback is chosen and the amount of time spent implementing the strategy is set, how
the teacher executes that strategy in the class is up to interpretation. Will students be
giving the feedback in writing or orally? In pairs or small groups? Will the feedback be
specific to the criteria in the rubric? To the standards? These answers don’t immediately
become clear based on the conversation.
The Five-step structure is critical to the CALI model. Step five, Results
Indicators, is largely left out of this conversation. This step is critical to the process
because it is a formative check in on whether or not the strategy chosen in step four had
the intended effect. If the strategy isn’t working, then the team should abandon it and
choose a new one. The absence of step five in the discussion reveals that the fidelity to
the process may be weakening. In Dolores’s interview she discusses how the steps of the
process still help keep the focus of the Data Team but they are not as strictly followed as
they once were.
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As Dolores describes her experience with the five step process, she reveals:
We still do the five step process but I think it’s a little more organic—it feels less
procedural although I think if you asked Flynn he still thinks it’s “check-the-box”
work. I think we just go through the steps more organically—like give the CFA,
score it, post the data—and then Penny makes sure we all have it—and we come
to the Data Team meeting to review and talk about strengths and weaknesses and
strategies. I think when Milestone first learned the process, it was more strict—
now I feel like everyone knows what they are doing so it doesn’t feel as structured
even though we do still go through the process. I guess it feels less like the five
step process and more of looking for growth. We do check in on the strategies
though we continue to use QPA and CTE and I think it’s working, but I think the
kids need more practice using it. I think we feel like we see step five daily or we
should be looking for it daily in all of the work, class work, home work, exit slips,
so we just don’t list step five that much anymore because it’s expected—but
maybe we should especially for the newbies. I always forget that the newbies
have never been trained in the process.
As Dolores points out, Jenny and Desdemona have never had formal Data Team
training. Because Desdemona lacks the formal training and the practice with the
language of CALI, she simply refers to the five step process as “what we do with our
CFAs”. Although Desdemona doesn’t always articulate the steps with precision, she
understands the concept of Data Teams:
I like posting the data on the data entry forms. I think it’s cool that all juniors are
taking the same assessments. I also like to see how my class is doing. Sometimes
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my kids do well which makes me feel good, but I sometimes worry that I am an
easy scorer. We need to do more calibration. I think the strategies are the most
helpful part of the process and they help you plan. I use the CTE and the QPA
and the kids are really getting used to it. When we had a CFA the kids were like,
“Those are really just like doing a QPA with a poem or something that we haven’t
seen before.” There is a lot to do to keep up with the data, but that is part of the
experience of being on the Data Team. We all know that we need to look at
student work more—Tony pointed this out on our rubric as an area to work on.
We are progressing.
The structure of the Data Team model is intended to organize the participants and
to focus the work. Penny points out that the structure has to be in place to keep everyone
centered on the challenge areas and on the data:
As the Data Team leader, I think my job is to keep everyone focused on the same
things and everyone has to be accountable to each other—it’s nice to be able to be
someone supporting the collective effort by making sure everyone comes to the
table prepared and ready to go. I think there are a lot of things to keep everyone
organized, the data entry forms, the CFA folder, the calendar, the agenda/minutes,
all of it helps us stay focused and helps us remain accountable.
Jenny notes that the structure of the teams is helpful but that the team could do
better focusing on the adult actions:
I think we need to do a little better about sharing all of our stuff in Google docs—
we share all of the CFAs, agendas, minutes but we don’t always share the
strategies from step four—we share verbally, but don’t always put the actual
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strategy or graphic organizer or video clip or whatever in the Google Doc—and
then people are like, “Hey where’s that thing you said you were going to share?”
I think the experience of being on a Data Team is one where your responsibilities
increase but in a really focused way so it’s not just more work but more work that
is supposed to get us somewhere. We really try to focus on teaching and learning,
but sometimes we don’t think about the adult actions piece enough. We go
through all of the data analysis and goals setting but we still sometimes say “oh
those CP kids still can’t do it” instead of saying, “Well, what are we the teachers
doing to help those CP kids?” We hear about “cause data” all the time—what are
the adult actions—and we hear Tony’s voice ringing in our ears, “Why? Why?
Why? Why are you making that instructional decision? How do you matter?
Penny discusses her view of the effectiveness of the English three Data Team as it
relates to the organizational conditions and structures that are required by the CALI Data
Team model:
Exemplary Data Teams know the relationship between effect data and cause data,
you know the matrix and the rubric? Our team does a good job with the analysis,
but we could be better at the adult actions part. When we have Data Team leader
meetings, I get to hear how other teams are doing. I like that part of the Data
Team structure—we share with them and they share with us. English two rocks at
the adult actions part—their Google Docs folder has tons in it—tons of strategies.
I talk to Zoe, the English two Data Team leader all the time about adult actions
and how to help me help my team focus on that—I do feel like we have improved
since the beginning of the year. We’ll get there.
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The organizational conditions and structures that are in place to assist and sustain
Data Teams who use the CALI model were something that was mentioned repeatedly by
participants. Time and space to meet, regularly scheduled meetings, as well as being
faithful to the five-step process itself were all mentioned as important factors to
maintaining the fidelity to the Data Team structure and increasing the effectiveness of the
Data Team.
When participants were asked about their experience as a member of a Data
Team, the themes of collaboration, shared leadership, and organizational conditions were
those that emerged throughout interviews, observations of team meetings, and via artifact
review.
The next three themes: standards-based education, assessment, and self-efficacy
were more associated with research Question 2 which asked; How does collaborative
practice in the form of Data Teams that uses the CALI model impact professional
practice?
Theme 4 Standards-Based Education
Standards-based education refers to “systems of instruction, assessment, grading,
and academic reporting that are based on students demonstrating understanding or
mastery of the knowledge and skills they are expected to learn as they progress through
their education” (Glossary of Education Reform, 2014). All participants agree that they
focus more on the standards as a result of being on the Data Team.
Flynn describes his attention to the standards as not something that is new. He
has been focusing on standards since college, but what is new is learning the CCSS.

98

When I did student teaching—eleven years ago it was required that we did
standards based work—back then it wasn’t the CCSS —it was the Connecticut
standards and GLEs [Grade Level Expectations] or Rhode Island Standards when
I was in Rhode Island for student teaching. We always had to hand in our
assignments with the standards we were hitting. It was required that we knew the
standards and tagged them into our lesson plans. When I came to Milestone, we
did [emphasis added] have to know our standards, but it wasn’t really
emphasized—since we went to Data Teams it’s essentially required that you not
just know them but use them. The shift to the Common Core has also increased
that focus and that learning and using the CCSS has been a challenge for
everyone.
Jenny and Desdemona echo that their teacher preparation was filled with a
standards-based focus and this standards-knowledge has made the transition to Data
Teams easier. Both reference that standards permeated their course work and
expectations in teacher preparation courses but not as much in student teaching. Jenny
describes her experience with the standards:
When I was taking teacher preparation courses, we had to reference the standards
constantly. Like in my methods class, whenever we were doing a lesson we had
to know what standard we were addressing and we had to write it in. I think it
was the first thing my instructor looked for—the alignment to the standards. My
cooperating teacher just cared about content pretty much—Shakespeare—not the
standards, but I pretty much have them [the standards] memorized. So when I
found out that a lot of what we do on Data Teams was about looking at data with
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a focus on the standards, I felt like I was prepared. I know the standards better
now than I ever did because I use them every single day.
Desdemona concurs with the emphasis on the standards during her course work
and how it continues to inform her practice:
The standards were everything in college. We all had copies of the common core
and we had copies of the appendices. It was our bible. Then when I did my
student teaching, they didn’t seem to be so standards focused—I thought that was
a weird disconnect. One time my cooperating teacher said what are those
numbers on the side? I told her I was referencing the standards. She was like,
“Oh good idea.” I still did it, but she didn’t require it. Here at Milestone, I use
them for assessments, planning everything. We talk about them—I use the app on
my phone constantly to cross check [points to the green and black square on her
phone’s home screen that says Common Core beneath it].
The impact of the standards on practice has been the most challenging for
Dolores. She admits to feeling intimidated by the new teachers’ knowledge of the
standards:
In the beginning of the year, I came to feel worthless… I don’t remember the
damn standards number because I have to write it down—because I have to
remember to teach it—not because I have Alzheimer’s—just because when you
have done it as long as I have—the other way for 25 or 26 years—you don’t get
on the other track as quickly as those maybe other people who maybe started on
that track—and that’s why I found myself with five years left wondering if I had
the emotional turpitude to see if I can stay through and keep up with these young

100

runners who can spout out the standards like I can retrieve titles. They don’t even
appear to have to work at it, but that’s how they’ve been trained. Those new
teachers know the standards.
As Penny points out, the standards are here and the adoption of the CCSS has
changed her work:
We all know the standards—you have to—it’s not a choice it’s a requirement.
One thing we have definitely all learned about is the standards and now the move
to the CCSS—we all even have the app on our phones—even Dolores. When I
first started teaching, I knew there were standards, but I just assumed that the
curriculum was aligned to them. Now you cannot get through a day without
considering the standards. What are they? What do they mean? How do I teach
toward them? Is the assessment aligned to the standards? Is the curriculum
aligned? Are the priority standards aligned to our problem of practice? All of
those things. As an English teacher, the focus was on the content, the book, the
play, the poem—now it’s on the standards. The Data Team puts the standards
under a microscope every time we meet.
The examination of the standards to ensure that the work is contingent upon clear,
commonly defined goals is central to the work of the Data Team and vital to its success.
A common focus clarifies understanding and promotes persistence and collective purpose
(Rosenholtz, 1989).
Establishing clear goals is critical to the Data Team process. The team begins in
the early fall with the review of effect data mostly in the form of a summative assessment
like the Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT) or the Smarter Balanced
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Assessment Consortium (SBAC) test, and conducts a six-step data driven decision
making process using the data. The English three Data Team reviewed the 10th grade
data to help formulate the problem of practice for their incoming juniors. The problem of
practice was identified as R1(Reading Standard 1) and W1 (Writing Standard 1) by the
team. The standards are listed below.
“Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of what the text
says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the text, including determining where the
text leaves matters uncertain.” - CCSS.ELA-Literacy RI-11-12.1 and RL-11-12.1
(National Governors Association, 2010)
and
“Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of substantive topics or texts,
using valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence.” - CCSS ELA –Literacy.
W.11-12.1 (National Governors Association, 2010).
The goal of elaboration and using more evidence to back up claims is the goal for
students in English three this year and the teaching of how to do that better has been the
goal for English three teachers. Data Teams contend that cause data and effect data are
inextricably connected. The antecedents of excellence outlined in the Leadership and
Learning matrix shows this connection (Reeves, 2006). The members of the Data Team
have moved into not just focusing on the student’s interactions with the standards but also
focusing on the teachers understanding of the rigor. As Dolores explains:
I think one of the biggest things around here at Milestone that has changed is less
of the “our kids can’t” thinking. I am guilty of this too. I think many of us took
on that mantra because we couldn’t get past what these kids went home to or what
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challenges they came to us with so when we were hit with the new standards and
the rigor it was like but they can’t even capitalize. When you look up
capitalization rules in the vertical document it’s all learned by fourth grade. We
focus on adult actions, differentiation, interventions—we try to find a way. So
with elaboration we have to find the strategies that could help students reach this
standard and we really have to stay focused on what is required of eleventh and
twelfth grade students. The standards become more sophisticated as you progress
through the grades.
Jenny points out that the standards affect her lesson planning. She also references
that Robert Marzano’s (2013) design questions further structure her preparation:
When I sit down to write my lesson plans or when we have the opportunity to do
them together, we work off of the Marzano design questions. So if I am working
on Marzano’s DQ2 [Design Question two] or DQ3 [Design Question three], I
might have the kids do chunking like we chunk down the assignment into
paragraphs to get the students to practice with knowledge or deepen their
understanding. Sometimes we might say your home work is to go write a QPA
[Quick Paragraph Analysis] or a CTE [Claim Text Evidence] because I know
that’s our problem of practice. I know that R1 and W1 are what we need to work
on and how am I helping them work on that. I start with the standards and I reread them about a hundred times so that I know that I am focusing on what my
juniors need to know and be able to do.
Because the teachers are focusing so much on their problem of practice this year,
Flynn points out that even the students know the standards to a degree:
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The kids know the strategy and they know why we are doing it. It works well; it
cuts down on the ‘Why do we have to do this?’ question because they know
why—and they know why they are working on elaboration because it’s something
that as a grade level we all need to be working on—so their friends are working
on it too. Everyone in the 11th grade is working on citing evidence. Marzano
talks about making homework and practice purposeful and I think this has helped
with our focus—Sometimes I would step back and say why am I giving this
homework? Am I giving it just to give it? Now, I am like ok this homework
specifically relates to our problem of practice and the standards that are aligned to
that so the homework becomes standards aligned and the kids know they are
working on citing evidence, support, and elaboration.
The consistency in teaching that the Data Teams provide has been noted by many.
Jane, a participant in the pilot study, refers to this equity in teaching the standards that the
Data Team process assists as preventing “twin inconsistency”. According to Jane, twin
inconsistency is revealed when a parent has twins and each twin in the same grade level
has an entirely different experience academically not because of the differences in the
students themselves but because the curriculum and the expectations are not even
remotely similar. Penny adopts this phrase when discussing the evolution in practice and
focus standards-focus that the Data Teams encourage:
We are all doing the same units for the entire 11th grade which means we are all
working on the same standards, which means we are working on mostly the same
assessments. This is helpful for us in common planning, but it’s also got to be
helpful for the kids because they now have common learning. I mean we were
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talking about it the other day—teachers obviously have different styles and stuff
but any eleventh grader at Milestone in English three can ask any other kid about
class and they will be talking about the same thing. For parents who have two
kids in English three, it finally feels the same and there is little “twin
inconsistency” anymore.
The general goal of standards-based education is to ensure that students are
acquiring the knowledge and skills that are essential to success, higher education, careers,
and adult life. All participants point out that in the contemporary education classroom
much of what they do in curriculum, instruction, and assessment hinges around the
standards. According to the research, “standards-based curricula and standards-based
instructional guidelines can have positive influences on student achievement” and teacher
instruction (McREL, 2005, p. 100).
Theme 5 Assessment
Standards-based education leads to standards-based assessment. When teachers
understand what they are teaching, and how they are teaching it, it easier to effectively
determine if their students learned what they set out to teach. Increased knowledge of
assessment as well as teachers improving their “assessment literacy” as a result of being
on a Data Team has also emerged as a shared experience by all participants. (Popham
2003; Popham, 2009; Chappuis, Chappuis, & Stiggins, 2009)
According to W. James Popham (2009), “Assessment literacy is present when a
person possesses the assessment–related knowledge and skills needed for the competent
performance of that person’s responsibilities.” All five participants noticed improvement
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in their abilities to assess as a result of being on Data Teams. Penny talks about the focus
on assessment as a result of implementing Data Teams:
One thing that has really changed in my daily practice is the focus on data and
assessment—before CALI we never really looked at our CAPT data only the
overall scores. We didn’t know the difference between a formative or a
summative and we didn’t have benchmarks. We did not have an aligned
assessment system at Milestone, and now if you asked anyone I would bet they
would say that we did. You have to have standards aligned—assessments to bring
to the Data Team that’s the point in understanding if students are progressing
toward meeting them.
Flynn points out that assessment design was not something that he spent a great
deal of time on in college. Flynn attributes CALI, and the Data Teams model to
increasing his understanding of assessments:
I get why we give the CFAs—now that makes sense to me now and it helps focus
our conversation at the Data Team meetings, but I was probably one of the
naysayers at first because I was so accustomed to doing my own thing and I
thought I was pretty good at it—so I think I was a little resistant at first but once I
learned more, I got it. One of the biggest things I learned since CALI came to
Milestone was how to design good assessment items. We do our best to eliminate
bias and make sure all choices are plausible—we even notice the order and the
spacing—things like that. We do still go off format a little bit like I think there is
a line in our CFA directions that says something like, “Make sure you
elaborate”—I am pretty sure that’s not SBAC format—so maybe we’ll change
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that, but for now it’s a good reminder because that’s what our focus is. Beyond
that lack of fidelity to the summative, I think we can all say that our assessments
are way better than what they were a few years ago when we all created our own
and had no training in assessment design.
Dolores further explains that her knowledge of assessment design has increased
dramatically due to Data Teams using the CALI model:
The CFAs are relevant and so is the focus on assessment in general. I am not sure
they teach assessment to teachers in school. I think we all just model what our
own teachers did to a certain extent. I am one of the ones who committed the
eighth deadly sin of including humor in my choices for multiple choice. I think
you get to that fourth choice and you run out of ideas. What I never had
considered was that our ELLs [English Language Learners] might not even get
my humor so that was unfair and probably confusing to them even though I
thought those humorous options were helping.
Jenny states that learning more about assessment has been a huge shift in her
work:
Even though I knew about the standards and aligning lesson plans I never really
focused as much on standards-aligned assessment. I never knew what a CFA was
and this year we gave five—but that’s five pre/posts so really ten. Ten CFAs that
we designed, scored, and analyzed that’s a lot of assessment and that’s not
counting the additional assessments found within the units like quizzes and exit
cards and essays. The better the assessments are, the better the data will be so it
makes a lot of sense to focus on creating good assessments.
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Desdemona talks about the value of format in assessment design:
I think one of the most important things I learned about assessment was the
format. Like the sample PBA on Transcendental Teacher of the Year—that is
modeled step by step on the sample SBAC assessment “Nuclear Power”. So
much attention was paid to try to give the students exposure to similar format—
use of graphic organizers, use of the SBAC rubric, video clips, all of that is as a
result of studying the format of the summative. Making multiple choice items is
harder than you think, but Penny, Flynn, and Dolores help a lot with that because
they have had more practice. Even really specific things like underlining the
vocabulary words or bolding words in instructions—if that’s how the students
will see it on the summative, that’s what we do. Edcite is also huge support for
format consistency especially because our assessments will be digital, but we
haven’t done an edcite CFA yet, I think that will be next.
Dolores also states that the teachers scrutinize assessments with a different lens
now:
That winter benchmark with Scarlett Letter and Billy Budd how we all went crazy
that it used the wrong excerpt—we all caught it, but that’s because we look at it
so closely as if we’re in the kids’ seat. Does the prompt make sense? Is it clear?
What about the text complexity? The passage length? Will the student
understand what she is being asked to do? We all knew after we read it over that
the excerpt from Scarlett Letter did not match the prompt. I think before if
someone handed us an assessment we might have said ok thanks—now we
question it.
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Dolores goes on to question the benchmark administration in general and the midterms and the finals:
In AP, we give an entrance test that we give again at the end of the year. I would
like our benchmarks better if they were exactly the same test—like AP does it.
Our final is so different from the other assessments and I feel it is laden with bias
even though when I helped create it, I thought it was great. We use Springsteen,
Whitney Houston, Celine and Ray Charles which as I said I thought was
wonderful at the time, and now I realize you bias a piece of text when you present
with their favorite or non-favorite so it’s not the text that they’re evaluating it’s
skewed with the audio, the visual, or the performance. I think I am going to give
the benchmark in quarter four that I give in quarter one to see how the students
look at the same topic differently with new skills—that would make more sense.
We need to make informed decisions on assessments as a team, it helps to have
four other people giving the same assessment and talking about how it went with
more kids than just your own.
Jenny also talks about assessments and their importance to the Data Team
process:
When we started analyzing the post CFA stuff and realizing commonalities and
our struggles, that’s when it really clicked for me. I took a course on backwards
design where you basically start with the standards and the assessments and work
backwards. Dolores helped the group focus on the overall goal that we are
working on this year—citing text evidence and how the assessments help us work
back. She suggested that we break apart the CFAs into reading and writing so we
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could look at the skills in a distinct way between R1 and W1. It’s not a full blown
W1 being assessed on our CFAs, but it is in our benchmarks. The CFAs are
supposed to give us insights into our benchmarks and I think they do.
Although Jenny feels that assessments are invaluable to the Data Team process
and to her teaching, she goes on to say that she wishes the students saw the CFAs and
assessments in general as important as the teachers do:
Some of the kids are like, “This doesn’t count right Miss?” And I am like yes it
counts. It counts for my evaluation and it counts for you for next year when I
show your next year’s teacher where you are. I wish they were more intrinsically
motivated. My AP kids are, but my CP kids don’t seem to care as much—some
do though—one student came to me and said, “Did I improve?” The post CFAs
count and some students really do want to know how they did or how the whole
grade level did or a certain class because they know that we have all of that data.
Flynn says the kids do pay attention more when the teachers share anchor sets
with them because they feel more involved and they feel clearer about the expectations:
There is so much around assessments not just the assessments themselves like
anchor sets and rubrics—we use the SBAC rubric—I think the kids like the
anchor sets- we do too—but the problem is making them. We never seem to have
time for calibration sessions where we collaboratively score and look at inter-rater
reliability. Then we choose anchor fours, threes, twos, and ones and share them
with the students. Once the kids can internalize the rubric and understand the
expectations better, chances are they’ll do better. The thing is—we need to
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internalize the rubric too before we can model it for them—I wish we had time for
that.
All five participants report out on the importance of assessments to the Data Team
process as well as holding a privileged place in their teaching repertoire in general. The
research would demonstrate that being data literate in terms of the assessments
themselves as well as the analysis for those assessments, is a huge benefit to teachers
(Love, 2008). Formative assessment as a process as well as the inclusion of students in
the process is important learning for all participants (Black & Wiliam, 2009. Research
has shown that most teachers do not possess extensive preparation or knowledge in the
use of classroom assessments (Phye, 1997; Popham, 2003). All five participants believe
that participation on a Data Team has helped improve their assessment literacy.
Theme 6 Self–Efficacy
When participants reported feeling more confident in their work, they also
described feeling more competent in their work. Data Teams are deigned to promote
self-efficacy. Self-efficacy can be commonly referred to as the belief in one’s
capabilities to achieve a goal or outcome. All five participants see themselves as “better
teachers” because of their experience on Data Teams, although Flynn does not give the
experience as much credence as the others members do.
Penny talks about the social capital piece as informing her own self-efficacy:
I am a better teacher because of Data Teams. I don’t think you can’t be a better
teacher as a result of Data Teams—unless you just ignore everything that goes on.
The exchange of ideas is constant. It’s not just the verbal discussions around
strategies but putting it into the shared folder. As a mom, sometimes I don’t have
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time to keep up with the research. I can barely read the Marshall memo—I feel
like the Data Teams gives me a “Milestone memo”—someone always chimes in
with something new and as a result I grow. My teaching is more focused and I
use a lot more strategies than I ever have in the past. When my kids respond well
to something that I tried that I learned from the team—like Socratic seminar—I
feel like a good teacher.
Jenny talks about being a first-year teacher and knowing that she is improving:
I know I say this all of the time, but when I talk to other teacher friends, they can’t
believe the work I am doing. I feel so ahead of the curve. I mean I am still
learning, but Data Teams cause you to focus on the standards that the units are
telling you to focus on. I backwards plan, so I look at where we want to be at the
end of the unit and all of the assessments and it is difficult to plan well when you
aren’t working from data—you can plan toward the standards, but not necessarily
to the students’ needs. Let’s say you just plan toward the standards and you never
give a pre assessment—then you will never know if maybe some students already
know some of that stuff or if some don’t even have the prerequisite skills—that’s
where we start. Then I look at the pre CFA data from the unit and that helps even
more. All of this is new-pre CFA post CFA—I feel like I know why I am
teaching what I am teaching, and I think that the team definitely gives me more
knowledge which leads to more confidence. I am actually surprised with how
well my first year is going. The team makes me feel like I have a lot to offer.
Desdemona reiterates the support that the Data Team model gives her as a firstyear teacher:
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Prior to coming to Milestone, when I was working as a long-term sub, I couldn’t
wait to get through the day—that was my goal—survival. Here I really think
about being a teacher. I think about my planning, and I love common planning
with the team. I think about assessments a lot more and the data from the
assessments. I feel like I know my kids. I know their strengths and weaknesses.
I feel like my colleagues appreciate me—especially the ones on the Data Team.
Even though I am exhausted most days, I look forward to coming to MHS. I feel
valued here, I have learned more here in one year than any of my friends in their
first year—I actually see my improvements in my planning and in the student
work.
Flynn is a bit of an outlier regarding this theme. He emphasizes changes to his
practice and job satisfaction more than overall improvement:
I think being on a Data Team has changed my focus. I have been on other Data
Teams, but this one is different. I think it’s the mix of people on it. This is the
best team I have been on. We are definitely more reflective as to why we are
teaching what we are teaching and how we are teaching it. I think the peer
accountability and the peer feedback makes you feel better when you know you
have made a valuable contribution to the team. I do think our expectations for
students have gone up in the last 7 years—because of our focus on the standards
and because of CALI. I think we can say that all eleventh graders get a good
education in English this year. I just would like to see a consistent increase in
student achievement. I think I am a good teacher and I think I would still be one
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with or without CALI, but it has changed the way I work, and I really think
English three is an effective Data Team this year.
Flynn describes the importance of collective efficacy that the group provides as he
notes that it is the mix of people, the efficacy of the group, that impacts the experience of
the students.
The themes of collaboration, shared leadership, organizational conditions,
assessment, standard- based education, and self-efficacy were repeated by all five
participants.
Summary
In this chapter, I presented the findings of the study. These findings are based on
analysis of interview transcripts, and are supported by reviewed documents and
observations of Data Team meetings through the course of the study. Findings were
discussed based on six themes that emerged from the data: collaboration, shared
leadership, organizational conditions, standards-based education, assessment, and selfefficacy.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We shall not cease from exploration, and the end of all our exploring will be to
arrive where we started and know the place for the first time.
—T.S. Elliot
Chapter five presents a summary of the study followed by recommendations
drawn from an analysis of the data presented in Chapter four. The summary, findings,
and recommendations are followed by suggestions for further research on Data Teams
and for possible directions of future studies.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to explore the lived experiences of five secondary
English teachers on an Instructional Data Team in a Connecticut public school.
The population of the study included five secondary English teachers in an urban
Connecticut high school who participated on an Instructional Data Team that utilizes the
CALI module. The teachers all taught eleventh grade English and used the eleventh
grade Connecticut Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts to guide
their work. The teachers met regularly in continuous improvement cycles utilizing the
structures and protocols of Data Teams as prescribed by CALI. A qualitative case study
design was selected to gather data through in-depth interviews, document review, and
observations of Data Team meetings. Findings have been presented utilizing six
emergent themes as they relate to the following research questions:
1)

What is the experience of being a member of a Data Team?

2)

How does collaborative practice in the form of Data Teams that use the

CALI model impact professional learning?
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Findings
The researcher was able to learn about teacher experiences with Data Teams and
the professional learning associated with such a model. She then connected the research
literature to six emergent themes:
•

collaboration

•

shared leadership

•

organizational conditions

•

standards based education

•

assessment

•

self-efficacy

Finding 1: Collaboration
Collaboration between and among the participating teachers is a critical and
positive component of Data Teams. Teachers learning together about their practice in a
collaborative environment are connected to a variety of theoretical constructs. Group
learning is a central feature of 21st century knowledge construction. Constructivism and
self-efficacy theories as well as organizational thinking and learning theories are aligned
to the concept of Data Teams in that knowledge is constructed by participants’ interaction
with new knowledge via the social interaction that occurs on Data Teams (Vygotsky &
Kozulin, 1997; Bandura, 1995; Follett & Graham, 2003; Senge, 1990). The Data Team
model is aligned to social capital theory and its emphasis on social relations facilitating
collective action (Leana & van Buren, 1999). “Social capital is defined by the OECD as
‘networks together with shared norms, values and understandings that facilitate cooperation within or among groups’” (Keeley, 2007 p103). The findings were consistent
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with the aforementioned theoretical constructs in as much as the shared experience of
being on a Data Team produced new knowledge through the collegial interactions of its
participants and the study of the data that take place within them.
Finding 2: Shared Leadership
Shared leadership was another theme that emerged from the research study. The
presence or absence of shared leadership has an impact on Data Teams. The concept of
Data Teams borrows from systems theory in that the architecture of the Data Team model
proposes to flatten or decentralize structures (Follett, & Graham; 2003; Friedman, 2006)
so that nonlinear relationships may exist between variables (Senge, 1990). The variables
being the individual members of the Data Team.
Data Teams promote teacher agency and collaboration by utilizing an interrelated
and open system of learning. Understanding that actions shape reality supports the
mindset that Data Team members have the ability to change outcomes and create a
different reality through improved practice (Senge, 1990). Data Teams embrace the
power of adult actions and their impact on student results. Data Team members
unanimously expressed their perception of how the presence or absence of shared
leadership on the Data Team had an impact on their experience.
Education models in the 21st century show a move beyond hierarchical systems
towards systems of shared responsibility for student learning (Weber, 1947). Team
learning demonstrates a commitment to a systems approach in which all members are
valued. Positive, supportive environments come from shared leadership models. When
trust and respect are present among colleagues, teachers are more willing to engage in
activities that will advance teaching and learning.
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There is a shared vision on Data Teams that promotes a sense that the leader
guides and is guided by the group (Follett & Graham 2003). Collaborative teams and
professional learning communities have evolved to include purposeful analysis of data
and a plan for adult actions to address problems of practice in school (Boudett, City,
Murnane, 2005; Love 2008, Reeves, 2004a). Data Teams are able to establish effective
processes that continuously monitor adult implementation of research validated strategies
such as setting objectives and providing feedback, summarizing and note taking, and
nonlinguistic representation (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).
Finding 3: Organizational Conditions
Organizational Conditions affect the experience of teachers who are participating
in Data Teams. The Data Teams model relies on prescribed time structures and
schedules to meet to maximize the results. The time guidelines for Data Team meetings
are 60-90 minutes a month (Reeves, 2004b). Milestone High School nearly doubles the
time guideline to meet as Data Teams. The scheduled and protected time to meet is a
paradigm shift for most educators. The consistent, ongoing, peer interaction helps to
create strong collaborative work cultures that maximize learning. As participant Jenny
noted, “It’s a way of existing within the building not just a thing we do on Tuesdays.”
The culture shift related to the change in working conditions at Milestone High School
reveals the importance of creating the time, space, and structures necessary for effective
collaboration to occur. As Doug Reeves (2011) points out, “‘practices not programs’ are
the key to developing and sustaining a high level of impact” (p. 25) toward school and
district improvement.
Finding 4: Standards-based Education
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Standards-based education reflects an increased focus on the standards as a result
of being on a Data Team. Instructional Data Teams rely on shared understandings of
grade level expectations or content area expertise. All teachers on the eleventh grade
English Data Teams focused on work related to the same set of standards, and it is those
standards that guided their curriculum design and instructional practice. In interviews
and observations, participants referenced the standards R1 and W1 a total of 127 times.
All participants reported knowing the standards and being able to set clear learning goals
for the students related to identified priorities. The conversations are standards driven not
simply standards informed. The standards implementation is stronger due to the
collective efforts and shared understandings of the group. Because the standards are
deeply understood by all Data Team members, all eleventh graders experience high
teacher expectations.
Data Teams are aligned to situated learning theory and communities of practice in
that people share a passion or enthusiasm for something they do and learn how to do it
better by interacting regularly (Wenger-Trayner, 2007). In this study’s sample, five,
eleventh grade English teachers at Milestone High School are engaged in a process of
social learning that occurs over their common interest in a subject over a period of time
(Lave & Wenger, 1991). The standards were a shared focus area for the team and led to
the team making shared, common units of study for eleventh grade English students at
Milestone High School.
Finding 5: Assessment
The importance of deep knowledge of assessment was a resounding theme in the
study. Not only did assessment play a prominent role in the interviews but also in the
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observations and document analysis. Teachers all agreed that they improved their
assessment literacy as a result of being on a Data Team. Assessment is an area with
which teachers have limited expertise (Popham, 2014). Analysis of assessment data as
well as the creation of assessments and rubrics themselves were mentioned repeatedly
among members. The desire to collaboratively score papers and calibrate their ratings
was also shared among all participants. Observations of Data Team meetings were
replete with references to the assessment themselves (regarding format, design,
instructions, length, passages, text complexity etc.) as well as the analysis from the
assessment data. Format considerations were repeatedly reviewed to align to the format
of the summative assessment currently used in Connecticut which is the SBAC
assessment. Fidelity to the process in developing effective CFAs is reflected in the
team’s use of a consistent vernacular that labels the behavior or strategy with which they
are engaging to build and analyze the assessments.
Finding 6: Self-Efficacy
Increased self-efficacy was a finding among the majority of participants in the
study. Four out of five participants see themselves as “better teachers” as a result of
being on Data Teams. Ashton and Webb (1986) report that teachers’ beliefs about their
own self-efficacy predict student achievement levels. When teachers engage in the Data
Team process, they are engaging in continuous progress monitoring of their students by
looking at growth in achievement data as well as the quality of the student work. One of
the main tenets of Data Teams is the understanding that adult actions influence student
results. The self-efficacy of the adults on the Data Team is critical to the success of the
process. “Perceived self-efficacy refers to belief in one’s capabilities to organize and
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execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments.” (Bandura, 1997, p3)
The ability to manage prospective situations is at the heart of believing that adult actions
can move the needle on student achievement. A sense of self-efficacy determines how
people think, feel, and behave. Data Teams acts as a structure to increase self-efficacy
due to establishing a results orientation to the work.
A review of the data analysis in Chapter four demonstrates that teachers find the
Data Team structure valuable to their work. Teachers agree that this internal networking
helped them to increase their overall effectiveness in the classroom.
All six themes come together to support the increased use of teachers’ analysis of
data in schools as it relates to professional learning. Data use is central to improving
schools. Educational policy over the last decade has specifically emphasized data use
(NCLB, ESSA). Data use is critical to the school improvement process (Bernhardt 1998;
Boudett, City, & Murnane, 2005; Earl & Katz, 2002; Hess, 2006; Love, 2008). Many
different types of data can be used in schools. Although Instructional Data Teams focus
mostly on achievement data in the form of summative, interim, and most frequently
formative data other measures of data can also be triangulated particularly at the school
wide level. Other sources of data include: demographic data, school climate data,
attendance/mobility data, student referral data, teacher data, and anecdotal data.
Data can be used in many ways including evaluations of teaching and learning, to
track students, to make program determinations regarding resource allocation and
interventions (Murnane, Sharkey, & Boudett, 2005). In addition, data can be used to
triangulate multiple points (Bernhardt, 1998), to guide instructional decisions and
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monitor progress (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Ainsworth & Viegut, 2006) as well as to
engage in “full-fledged inquiry” (Supovitz & Klein, 2003).
Data use in a structured model prescribed by CALI resonated with participants.
Data Teams focus mostly on achievement data in the form of summative, interim, and
most frequently formative data. The five step-process used by Data Teams helps keep
the group members focused and creates a culture of holistic accountability focused on
continuous improvement. Frequent teacher- generated CFAs are a key focus of the Data
Team work as the design of CFAs provide increased knowledge for the teachers and
increased access to high expectations and rigor for the students. The data produced from
the CFAs is the focus of the five-step process. The team structure and the amount of time
spent meeting in teams is critical to the success of Data Team. In the 21st century, we are
at a point and time when teams are the foundation of every enterprise in the learning
organization (Senge, 1990). Both on jobs and in school, working in teams is the norm.
Recommendations
This qualitative case study looked at secondary English teachers’ experiences on
instructional Data Teams in an urban Connecticut High School and its application as an
effective professional learning model. The researcher has identified five
recommendations derived from the findings of this study.
Recommendation 1
Revise teacher preparation programs and continued educator professional learning
to include an emphasis on assessment design, data analysis, and data use. Teacher
preparation courses as well as continued professional development in assessment literacy
needs to be provided to assist teachers in designing a guaranteed and viable curriculum in
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their grade levels and content areas. Although a deeper focus on the standards in teacher
preparation was cited by three participants, all participants shared that little time was
devoted to courses in effective assessment design and analysis during their educator
preparation.
Recommendation 2
Increase professional learning experiences in technology. Technology integration
is increasingly critical not only in how it relates to enhancing instruction but also how it
is aligned to teacher collaboration. The use of shared Google Docs, data entry, and use of
the Data Teams forms as well as internet-based research on best practices are a sampling
of ways that increased proficiency in technology assists in supporting the work of Data
Teams. Highlighting technology’s use for both teachers and students should occur in
teacher preparation and continued teacher development in schools.
The use of technology in the Data Teams process could be explored in greater
depth. As technology integration increases in the classroom for students it may also help
support the collaborative professional development of teachers. A review of recent
public school data reveal that on average “Public schools in the United States now
provide at least one computer for every five students. They spend more than $3 billion
per year on digital content.” (Herold, 2016, para.1). Providing access to technology in
even the most rural and remote locations including improving the infrastructure and
providing free online teaching and learning resources is a top priority of the federal
government.
The 2015-16 academic school year will mark for the first time in our educational
history that the number of digital, state standardized tests administered to the elementary
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and middle grades will eclipse the amount of paper and pencil tests given (Herold, 2016).
This aggressive push into technology integration often does not equate with teacher’s
readiness for implementation. Although technology’s impact on student achievement
remains largely unknown, technological advances may assist with improving system
wide communication. Technology may assist in establishing strategic communication
processes to regularly share resources and report out on the impact that the strategies and
resources are having in the classroom. Data Team members appear to benefit from the
organization and communication that technological advances provide.
Recommendation 3
Explore Data Teams as means of supporting induction practices and increasing
teacher retention. Retention and induction may be more effective when supported by the
Data Teams process. The collaborative structure that Data Teams provides may be one
means of transitioning into the initial years as well as supporting teachers to stay. The
two, first-year teachers in the study repeated how they could not imagine teaching
without the support of the Data Team. The collaboration from colleagues as well as the
time to analyze assessments and plan instruction was cited as critical to their experience.
In addition, the most veteran member of the team found renewed enthusiasm for teaching
by working with her colleagues on the Data Team. The Data Team provides a source of
support for teachers to face new initiatives; they are not going it alone. Reciprocal
mentoring was apparent in this model which seems to benefit the group (Paris, 2013).
Recommendation 4
Explicitly connect Data Teams as a form of professional learning to models of
educator support and evaluation. The Data Team structure can act as the hub for
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collecting artifacts related to educator evaluation data. The Data Team model of utilizing
collaborative instructional teams is aligned to indicators and elements delineated on many
different educator evaluation systems now being used across Connecticut and throughout
the country. Milestone High School utilizes The Marzano Teacher Evaluation Model and
iObservation system (the digitized component of the observation model) to assess its
teachers. The model consists of four domains and 60 elements each building on each
other to promote teacher growth. The four domains: Classroom Strategies and Behaviors,
Planning and Preparing, Reflecting on Teaching, and Collegiality and Professionalism all
align to the work that occurs on Data Teams (Marzano, 2013). Making explicit
connections to how Data Teams is a support for learning experiences and data collection
in educator evaluations may assist in teacher attitudes towards the process as a truly
supportive growth model. The results from the study indicate that Data Teams serve as
the nucleus for many of the new initiatives upon which they are currently focusing.
Therefore, the researcher recommend that Data Teams could serve as a nexus for reform
initiatives that include new standards, new assessments, and new educator evaluation
models. Reform initiatives typically focus on isolated variables but Data Teams
endeavor to incorporate many elements of teaching simultaneously: instruction,
curriculum, planning, assessment, and collaboration. Teachers are more apt to implement
recommend reforms when they seem them as connected and useful.
Recommendation 5
When thinking about the school as a learning organization, examine the amount
of time teachers spend collaborating. A recent OECD study demonstrated that the
amount of time teachers spent with their peers was a better determiner of increased

125

student achievement than teacher time spent with students (OECD, 2014). When selfefficacy combines with social capital, a sense of collective efficacy emerges. “When
everyone in a school believes that together they can make a difference, the impact on
student attainment can be almost quadrupled” (as cited in Masters, n.d., question 3).
Although teaching time is a substantial component of teachers’ workloads,
assessing students, preparing lessons, correcting students’ work, in-service
training and staff meetings should also be taken into account when analysing the
demands placed on teachers in different countries. The amount of time available
for these non-teaching activities varies across countries, and a large proportion of
statutory working time spent teaching may indicate that less time is devoted to
activities such as assessing students and preparing lessons. (OECD, 2014, p. 480).
Suggestions for Future Research
A Data Team is a form of a professional learning community with a collaborative
structure for analyzing student work. Moving from isolation to collaboration has been
recognized as an important step in school and district improvement efforts (Dufour,
Dufour & Eaker, 2008). Looking at data and student work as a means of determining
strengths and weaknesses to change practice in the form of common formative
assessments has been noted as a strategy to improve student achievement (Ainsworth &
Viegut, 2015). This study adds to the research by finding that the focus of Data Teams is
on the adult actions and on the ability for the team to improve teacher learning as
perceived by the team participants. This study expands on the existing research on PLCs
and professional development by focusing on a particular structure and model to use data
to inform collective practice.
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This study could be replicated in other districts in Connecticut to see how
educators in other Connecticut schools have implemented Data Teams under the CALI
module. It would be interesting to note if Data Teams operate differently in different
grade levels, content areas, and settings. Expanding the research in this way may add
some validity to the findings of this study.
Limitations of the Study
There is currently a paucity of research on Data Teams. There is also a lack of
agreed upon constructs for data use. There is difficulty in researching such a new and
complex construct. Studies often research individual components of the construct and
neglect the interrelationships of the components. Fidelity to the definition is also
something that is challenging based on the many interpretations and iterations of the Data
Team model. Few studies exist that tie the fact that data use leads to increased student
achievement.
Although CALI’s goal of closing Connecticut’s achievement gaps remains
constant, the Data Teams model as it operates in the CALI initiative it is difficult to track
as CALI continues to evolve and change. CALI began in 2004 in collaboration with Dr.
Douglas Reeves. Now it has been redesigned and refined based on participant feedback,
and national, state, and district initiatives.
Researcher bias may also come into play as some of the participants were those
with whom she had previously trained on the CALI model. Previous contact with three
of the five individuals was limited to professional development training in the Data Team
process.

127

This study employed a very small sample of five participants. Participants were
all white, secondary English teachers reflecting a monolithic composition of the
participants. There could have been a possible Hawthorne effect, where the knowledge
that one is being studied or observed causes an improved performance. Participants may
have been telling the researcher what they thought she wanted to hear.
Conclusion
In the last 30 years, education has changed and evolved from a profession
characterized by teacher isolation to a more collaborative endeavor. Research on
effective teaching practices continues to mount. One important goal of educational
research is to improve professional practice. Teachers impact student learning in a
myriad of ways. Evidence that teachers improve their teaching while influencing student
learning is increasing but explanations about how this happens exactly are more
challenging. Matching desired outcomes to proven practices is difficult. Teaching in the
21st century is becoming increasingly complex. It is a profession that some could argue is
marked by increased demands and decreased supports. Engaging in collaborative,
structured teams to analyze data, discuss strategies, and share improved curricular,
instructional, and assessment resources may be one way to counter the demands and at
the same time support teaching and learning in the current era.
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APPENDIX A
DATA TEAMS STRUCTURE
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APPENDIX B
THE LEADERSHIP / LEARNING MATRIX

EFFECTS / RESULTS DATA

Lucky

Leading

 High results
 Low understanding of
antecedents
 Replication of success
unlikely

 High results
 High understanding of
antecedents
 Replication of success likely

Losing Ground

Learning

 Low results
 Low understanding of
antecedents
 Replication of failure likely

 Low results
 High understanding of
antecedents
 Replication of mistakes unlikely

ANTENCEDENTS – ADULT ACTIONS /
INTERVENTIONS CAUSE DATA
Doug Reeves, Accountability in Action, 2004
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APPENDIX C
OVERVIEW OF DATA TEAM AND DATA-DRIVEN
DECISION MAKING PROCESSES
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APPENDIX D
CONNECTICUT ACCOUNTABILITY FOR LEARNING INITIATIVE (CALI) MODEL
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APPENDIX E
CALI GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Glossary of Terms
Accountability: the notion that people (e.g., teachers, administrators) or an organization (e.g.,
a school, school district, State Department of Education) are held responsible for improving
student achievement.
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): an individual state's measure of yearly progress toward
achieving state academic standards. It is the minimum level of improvement that states, school
districts, and schools must achieve each year, according to the No Child Left Behind Act.
Alignment: the degree to which assessments, curriculum, instruction, instructional materials,
professional development and accountability systems reflect and reinforce the educational
program's objectives and standards.
Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAO): three targets are measured for
English language learners (ELLs) in districts that receive Title III grant funding. Two are in the
area of English language acquisition measuring progress and proficiency rates from year to
year. The third target is AYP if the subgroup of ELLs in a district is 40 or more.
Assessment: the measurement of knowledge, skills and beliefs to determine the level of
student achievement in a particular content area (e.g., performance-based assessments, written
exams, quizzes).
Benchmark : a description of a specific level of student achievement expected of students at
particular ages, grades, developmental levels or during a specific point in the school year.
Benchmark Assessment: interim assessments administered periodically to measure students’
mastery of standards-based curriculum objectives.
Best Practice: a technique or methodology that has been proven to reliably lead to a desired
result through research and experience.
Big Idea: key generalization or enduring understanding that students will take with them after
the completion of a learning unit.
Blueprint for Reading Achievement: Connecticut document that is based upon the consensus
of the Early Reading Success Panel members, which provides a general overview of basic
research findings about reading, including the nature of skilled reading, the competencies
important in reading achievement and the components of a comprehensive, high-quality
curriculum of reading instruction. The Blueprint also includes competencies required for
reading success for children in kindergarten through Grade 3.
Beyond the Blueprint: Connecticut document that builds upon the Blueprint for Reading
Achievement by providing guidance on the teaching of reading to students in Grades 4 through
12, as well as across content areas.
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Connecticut Accountability for Learning Initiative (CALI): is a statewide model of
continuous
school and district improvement with the goal of closing Connecticut’s achievement gaps.
Common Assessments: a broad term for assessments that are given routinely to all students in
a grade and/or content area and that are the same for all students in a grade or course. Common
assessments may be summative or interim.
Common Core State Standards: national academic standards adopted by Connecticut that
provide a clear and consistent framework to prepare our children for college and the workforce.
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP): cognitive academic language typically
takes 5-7 years to develop.
Curriculum: guaranteed course of study and learning objectives that integrates standards,
instructional strategies, materials and assessments to ensure that all students are able to achieve
standards.
Curriculum-based Measures (CBM): measures for ongoing monitoring of students’ progress
through a curriculum.
Data Teams: teams of educators that participate in collaborative, structured, scheduled
meetings, which focus on the effectiveness of teaching as determined by student achievement.
Data Teams adhere to continuous improvement cycles, analyze trends and determine strategies
to facilitate analysis that results in action. Data Teams can occur at the state, district, school
and instructional level.
Data Team Leader: educator who is responsible for leading the data team. Responsibilities
may include facilitating meetings, communicating work to the larger community, focusing
discussions around data, challenging assumptions, establishing meeting agendas, meeting
monthly with principal and other Data Team leaders, and championing the work of data-driven
decision making.
Decision Rules: clear, specific guidelines for making data-driven decisions (e.g., at least 80
percent of students should be meeting academic benchmarks for the core curriculum to be
considered effective).
Differentiated Instruction (DI): a proactive decision-making process that considers critical
student learning differences and the curriculum. Differentiated instruction decisions are made
by teachers and are based on: (1) formative assessment data; (2) research-based instructional
strategies; and (3) a positive learning environment.
District Data Team (DDT): team of central office educators, with teacher, administrator and
support staff representation, who meet monthly to monitor the implementation and efficacy of
district improvement plans, and analyze disaggregated benchmark data from all schools in the
district to make curriculum and policy decisions.
District Reference Group (DRG): classification system in which districts that have public
school students with similar socioeconomic status and need are grouped together. Grouping
like-districts together is useful in order to make legitimate comparisons among districts.
Effective Teaching Strategies (ETS): nine categories of research-based instructional
strategies that were identified to be most effective in a meta-analysis conducted by Marzano,
Pickering & Pollock (2001). They include: identifying similarities and differences;
summarizing and note taking; reinforcing effort and providing recognition; homework and
practice; nonlinguistic representations; cooperative learning; setting objectives and providing
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feedback; generating and testing hypotheses; cues, questions and advance organizers.
Connecticut has added a tenth strategy, non-fiction writing, based on the research of Douglas
Reeves.
English Language Learners (ELLs): please see Limited English Proficient.
English as a Second Language (ESL): a method of instruction for students who are learning
English as a new language; usually involves pulling students out of the regular class for specific
English instruction and/or providing ESL support in the mainstream class.
Essential Question: open-ended question with emotive force that invites students into the
learning process and establishes a learning goal of being able to answer the essential question
with a big idea at the end of an instructional unit.
Fidelity of Implementation: use and delivery of curricula, instructional strategies, behavioral
systems and interventions in the manner they were designed and intended to be used (e.g.,
adhering to the treatment time and key features required for a particular intervention).
Formative Assessment: process used by teachers to determine how to adjust instruction in
response to student needs and by students to adjust learning strategies.
Grade Level Expectations (GLE): a description of what students should know and be able to
do at the end of a grade level. (NOTE: These have been replaced by Common Core Standards
in Mathematics and English Language Arts/Literacy.)
Goal Line: graphically, this is the line connecting the student’s baseline performance to a data
point representing the long-range goal (also referred to as an aimline).
High-leverage Adult Action: specific actions taken by adults to “cause” student achievement
outcomes (e.g., 100 percent of faculty, student support staff and administrators will participate
in the data team process).
Holistic Accountability: a system that includes not only academic achievement scores, but
also specific information on curriculum, teaching and leadership practices. It includes a
balance of quantitative and qualitative indicators which focus on the progress of individual
students. Holistic accountability includes Tier I, II and III Indicators (Douglas Reeves, 2004).
Horizontal Data Team: team of educators that are responsible for data analysis and
instructional/curricular decision-making for a particular grade level.
Instructional Data Team: team of educators that are responsible for data analysis and
instructional/curricular decision-making for a particular grade level (horizontal team) or
content area across grade levels (vertical team); they include school leaders, specialists and
behavioral/mental health personnel. Common formative assessment data and samples of
student work are analyzed to identify strengths and weaknesses in student learning and
determine what adult actions and instructional strategies will best address students and learning
objectives. The team reconvenes to analyze the effectiveness of the selected strategies as
determined by common summative assessments.
Language Assessment Scales Links (LAS): state mandated annual assessment to determine
English Proficiency.
Limited English Proficient (Federal term, CT-ELL): the identification given to students who
score below proficiency on LAS Links reading and writing.
Looking at Student Work (LASW): the collaborative analysis of student work by educators
using a structured protocol to inform instruction; it is an integral component of the Data Team
process.
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Local Norms: average patterns of performance defined in relation to a local population, such
as that of a school or district.
Long-term Student Outcome: specific indicators used to determine whether state and district
learning expectations have been achieved as evidenced by student “effect” data (e.g., The
percentage of Latino students that are proficient in estimation will increase from 57 percent to
75 percent as measured by the spring 2010 Connecticut Mastery Test).
National Norms: average patterns of performance defined in relation to a national population.
Performance-based Assessment (PBA): an assessment of student learning that calls for a
demonstration and/or application of learned content that is integrated into lessons.
Professional Learning Community (PLC): collegial group of educators who are united in
their commitment to continuous adult and student learning, work and learn collaboratively to
realize a common mission, visit and review other classrooms, and participate in decision
making.
Progress Monitoring: regularly using data to track students’ or a school’s or district’s progress
toward a goal for increased student achievement.
Reciprocal Accountability: “if the district (or state) is to hold schools accountable for
producing specific outcomes for their students, the district (or state) has the responsibility to
provide those schools with the resources (human, material and intellectual) and the conditions
necessary to produce those outcomes” (Elmore in Hess, 2006, p.119).
Response to Intervention (RtI): please see Scientific Research-Based Interventions.
Results Indicators: describe the specific behaviors (both student and adult) that the Data Team
expects to see as a result of implementing agreed-upon strategies. Results indicators help Data
Teams to determine whether or not the strategies, if implemented with fidelity, are working
prior to a summative assessment so that mid-course corrections can be made.
Rubric: scoring guide composed of set criteria and related levels of proficiency that is used to
evaluate a student's performance, product or project.
School Climate: the nature of the interrelationships among people in the school community
physically, emotionally and intellectually; how the people within the school community treat
one another (adult to adult interactions, adult to student interactions and student to student
interactions) through their actions, verbal and non-verbal exchanges, tone of voice and the
use/abuse of inherent power advantages.
School Data Team: team of school educators, including the principal, teacher representatives
and behavioral/mental support staff, who meet monthly to monitor the implementation and
efficacy of the school improvement plan, and monitor the progress of Instructional Data Teams
to make curriculum and policy decisions.
Scientific Research-Based Interventions (SRBI): the use of educational practices, which
have been validated through research as effective, for improved student outcomes. Educational
practices that are implemented in a school or district which, through data analysis, demonstrate
effectiveness (also known as Response to Intervention).
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP): a model of instructional strategies that
will make course content accessible to ELLs teachers and administrators; may assess their
own lessons to determine if they are employing the recommended sheltered strategies.
Slope in an RtI Model: a student’s rate of improvement. Slope is determined by how the
student is responding to the intervention.
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC): is a national consortium of states
that have been working collaboratively since December 2009 to develop a student assessment
system aligned to the Common Core State Standards.
SMART Goal: a goal that is specific, measurable, achievable, relevant/realistic, time-bound
(e.g., The percentage of sixth grade students that are proficient in estimation will increase from
57 percent to 75 percent as measured by the spring 2010 Connecticut Mastery Test.
Summative Assessment: assessment that is employed mainly to assess cumulative student
learning at a particular point in time (e.g., the Connecticut Mastery Test, the Connecticut
Academic Performance Test).
Teacher Support/Intervention Teams: teams of educators that are responsible for data
analysis and decision-making in Tier II and Tier III, and that may overlap with data teams.
They include certain core members (e.g., the school principal, the school psychologist), as well
as other members that may rotate on and off the team, depending on the needs of the student
under consideration (e.g., special educators, reading/language arts consultants or coaches).
Tier III Indicator: narrative analysis of relationship between Tiers I and II; this can include
conclusions, questions raised, next steps, etc.
Tier I in SRBI: the general education core curriculum, instruction, and social/behavioral
supports for all students, with adequate differentiation of instruction.
Tier II in SRBI: short-term interventions for struggling students who have not responded
adequately to the Tier I core curriculum and differentiation of instruction; it is part of the
general education system.
Tier III in SRBI: more intensive or individualized short-term interventions for students who
fail to respond adequately to the Tier I core curriculum and differentiation of instruction; it is
part of the general education system.
Title III (Grant Program of No Child Left Behind): Sets requirements for placement and
programming of ELLs.
Trendline: the single line of best fit when the student’s successive scores during intervention
are plotted on a graph; the slope of the trendline shows the student’s rate of improvement.
Unwrapped Standard: a standard that has been analyzed by educators so that it is clear what
students need to know and be able to do once they have attained proficiency.
Vertical Data Team: team of teachers who teach the same content in different grade levels
who are responsible for data analysis and instructional/curricular decision-making, with regards
to a specific content area.
www.ctreports.com: this Web site is designed to provide quick and easy access to student
performance results on Connecticut's statewide testing programs. On this site, you will find a
wealth of information at your fingertips in a highly interactive and flexible format.
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APPENDIX F
CHART OUTLINING VISION OF NCLB
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APPENDIX G
INFORMED CONSENT

Written Consent form to Participate in Educator Collaboration/Data Teams
Research
You are invited to participate in a small-scale research project examining educators’
experiences with collaboration and Data Teams in Connecticut. Abbie Sheehan Lareau, a
doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst in the Teacher Education
School Improvement program, will conduct this project. The study is a requirement of
her dissertation.
The research will require three tape recorded, in-depth interviews (approximately 90
minutes in length), field notes taken by the researcher of the participants meeting in Data
Teams, and a review of the documents and artifacts used and created by the Data Team.
Participants in the study will include educators who reside on one Instructional Data
Team in a school in Connecticut. The data that are gathered as a result of the interviews,
field notes, and document review will result in a written research study that will be
submitted to Abbie’s dissertation committee.
When I work with the material from the research, I will not use your name, the name of
your school, or any other information that would allow people to identify you. You may
decide on your own pseudonym for the final report. Any information including digitally recorded material will be kept anonymous, confidential, and secured.
At your request, I will be happy to share the results of my research so that you may see
how I have used the information you have given to me in my study.
Participation in this research is strictly voluntary. You have the right to withdraw from
the study at any point. You have the right to review any section of the study, including
audiotaped material. You have the right to ask me not to use certain items in the report
after a member check is completed where you have read the original transcripts and a
draft of the paper.

I have read and fully understand the above and agree to participate in the research
study as stipulated. My participation is given voluntarily, and I have not been
coerced or unduly influenced to participate. I understand that I may discontinue
participation at any time. I have been offered a copy of this consent form.
___________________________________________________
Participant’s Signature

Date
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I have described and fully explained the research project to the above participant.
____________________________________________________
Researcher’s Signature

Date

If you have any questions or require additional assistance, please do not hesitate to
contact one of us.
Abbie Lareau

Linda Griffin, Ph.D- Chair, Dissertation Committee.

abbie106@aol.com

lgriffin@educ.umass.edu

860-967-9517
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APPENDIX H
SAMPLE ARTIFACTS
Transcendental Teacher Lesson Plan
SBAC Resources Used:
http://ctcorestandards.org/?page_id=662
Standards:
RL.11-12.1: Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of what the text says
explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the text, including determining where the text leaves
matters uncertain.
W.11-12.9: Draw evidence from literary or informational texts to support analysis, reflection, and
research.
SL.11-12.1: Initiate and participate effectively in a range of collaborative discussions with diverse
partners on grades 11-12 topics, texts, and issues, building on others’ ideas and expressing their
own clearly and persuasively
Objectives:
-Distinguish which teacher best exemplifies the concept of transcendentalism.
-Take a critical stance and support that stance with evidence.
-Collaborate with peers to interact with new knowledge.
Procedure:
Initiation: Teacher will ask students to review major tenets of Transcendentalism.
TW:
-Introduce the performance task to the students, reviewing with them the role and action
steps listed on accompanying packet.
-Hand out appropriate materials for the lesson.
SW:
-Read and annotate the sources (Keating bio, Dead Poets’ Society, Conroy bio, and
Conrack).
-View the two film clips, taking notes on the graphic organizer provided.
TW:
-Monitor students as they work.
-Assist students when necessary.
SW:
-Get into small groups (3 students is optimal)
-Discuss graphic organizer and generate argument for which teacher best exemplifies the
ideals of Transcendentalism.
Closure: Students will create an exit slip that identifies which teacher they believe is
the most Transcendental, along with 3 specific reasons why.
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Assessment(s): Organizer, discussion, HW response
Differentiation: Struggling: Teacher may choose to read the materials with students; modeling of
the graphic organizer. Gifted: Students must also write a concession paragraph for HW.
Homework: Students will write a well-supported letter responding to the following prompt:
“You are on the Time Magazine selection committee and your role is to select the
‘Transcendental Teacher of the Year’ by determining which teacher embodies more of the
transcendental ideals. In a letter to the rest of the committee, send your nomination to the
committee to aid in a final decision.”
Your Task
You will conduct an analysis of the transcendental values of both teachers, John Keating and Pat
Conroy, and write a defense that supports your choice.
Part I
Steps to Follow
In order to plan and compose your analysis, you will do all of the following
1. Review and evaluate the video clips, the text, and your notes regarding both candidates
2. Make notes about the information from the sources based on the transcendental evaluation
form
3. Discuss what you have observed with your colleagues
Directions For Beginning:
You are on the Time Magazine selection committee and your role is to select the “Transcendental
Teacher of the Year” by determining which teacher embodies more of the transcendental ideals.
In a letter to the rest of the committee, send your nomination to the committee to aid in a final
decision.
To further assist you in your decision-making, you will be provided with an evaluation form,
which sets forth the criteria by which you will evaluate each candidate. After reviewing the form,
you will examine a clip of each teacher in action and select the more transcendental of the two
candidates.
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Name ____________________________________ Period _______ Date _________
Who’s more Transcendental?
John Keating
Attribute/Behavior

Why is it Transcendental?

Pat Conroy
Attribute/Behavior

Why is it Transcendental?
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Mr. John Keating
A former student of Welton Academy, as a teacher, Mr Keating is the boys' source of inspiration
and encouragement. He makes poetry "drip from [their] tongues like honey," using it as a
medium to encourage his charges to strive for excellence and individuality. He also introduces his
students to the phrase, 'Carpe diem', a Latin expression that translates as 'Seize the day'. Mr
Keating's teaching methodology is highly unconventional and conflicts with Welton's four pillars:
"Tradition, Honour, Discipline, Excellence". He is dismissed from his position at the end of the
film, charged with causing Neil Perry to commit suicide.
Dead Poet’s Society
Film Review by Mark Deming, Rovi
Robin Williams toned down his usually manic comic approach in this successful period drama. In
1959, the Welton Academy is a staid but well-respected prep school where education is a
pragmatic and rather dull affair. Several of the students, however, have their thoughts on the
learning process (and life itself) changed when a new teacher comes to the school. John Keating
(Williams) is an unconventional educator who tears chapters of his textbooks and asks his
students to stand on their desks to see the world from a new angle. Keating introduces his
students to poetry, and his free-thinking attitude and the liberating philosophies of the authors he
introduces to his class have a profound effect on his students, especially Todd (Ethan Hawke),
who would like to be a writer; Neil ( Robert Sean Leonard), who dreams of being an actor,
despite the objections of his father; Knox (Josh Charles), a hopeless romantic; Steven (Allelon
Ruggiero), an intellectual who learns to use his heart as well as his head; Charlie (Gale Hansen),
who begins to lose his blasé attitude; unconventional Gerard (James Waterston); and practical
Richard (Dylan Kussman). Keating urges his students to seize the day and live their lives boldly;
but when this philosophy leads to an unexpected tragedy, headmaster Mr. Nolan (Norman Lloyd)
fires Keating, and his students leap to his defense. Dead Poets Society was nominated for four
Academy Awards, including Best Picture and Best Actor for Williams; it won one, for Tom
Schulman's original screenplay.
Keating takes the boys to look at statues and pictures of great men who are now dead. As the boys
are standing in front of the statues he tells them,
"Now I'd like you to step forward over here. They're not that different from you, are they? Same
haircuts. Full of hormones, just like you. Invincible, just like you feel. The world is their oyster.
They believe they're destined for great things, just like many of you, their eyes are full of hope,
just like you. Did they wait until it was too late to make from their lives even one iota of what they
were capable? Because, you see gentlemen, these boys are now fertilizing daffodils. But if you
listen real close, you can hear them whisper their legacy to you. Go on, lean in. Listen, you hear
it? --- Carpe --- hear it? --- Carpe, carpe diem, seize the day boys, make your lives
extraordinary." –John Keating
Mr. Pat Conroy
Pat Conroy, born in Atlanta in 1945, was the first of seven children of a young career military
officer from Chicago and a Southern beauty from Alabama, to whom Pat often credits for his love
of language. The Conroys moved frequently to military bases throughout the South, with Conroy
eventually attending The Citadel Military Academy in Charleston, South Carolina, where, as a
student, he published his first book, The Boo, a tribute to a beloved teacher. Following
graduation, Conroy taught English in Beaufort, where he met and married a young mother of two
children who had been widowed during the Vietnam War.
He soon took a job teaching underprivileged children in a one-room schoolhouse on Daufuskie
Island off the South Carolina shore but, after a year, was fired for his unconventional teaching
practices – such as his refusal to allow corporal punishment of his students – and for his personal
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differences with the school's administration. Conroy was never to teach again but he evened the
score by exposing the racism and appalling conditions his students endured with the publication
of a memoir, The Water is Wide published in 1972. The book won Conroy a humanitarian award
from the National Education Association and was made into the feature film Conrack.
Conrack
Film Review by Frederic and Mary Ann Brussat
Conrack is based on the experiences of Pat Conroy, a young and idealistic teacher who was
assigned in 1969 to a school of black children on Yamacrow Island, a small piece of land off the
coast of South Carolina. Conrack is an unusually human movie concerned with the real meaning
of education, communication, and a full, rich vision of life.
When Conroy (Jon Voight) arrives on the island and meets his class — a group of kids in the fifth
to eight grade — he is stunned to find out that none of them can pronounce his name (they call
him Conrack), several can't spell their own names, others can't count to ten, and none of them
know that they live in the United States. Mustering every ounce of creativity in his head and
every scrap of emotion in his heart, Conrack begins a nonstop strategy of unorthodox ways to
arouse in his students a love of learning and life. He improvises each day, winning their
confidence through rough-house antics, humor, and locker-room lingo. He's a one-man band, a
three-ring circus, a storyteller, a lover, a loser, and a cheerleader. He takes them on field trips to
demonstrate that the earth and everyday experience are the little red schoolhouse of life. An apple
falling on one student's head is connected with Isaac Newton's law of gravity; teamwork is a
tackle football game; and learning how to swim (many children have drowned off the island
because they couldn't swim) becomes as important as any dates from history. Conrack plugs his
class into the electronic world with movies and draws out their feelings with a record of
Beethoven's Fifth Symphony.
But Conrack's unorthodox teaching methods run him smack into trouble with the disciplinarian
black principal Mrs. Scott (Madge Sinclair) and the straight-laced, traditional superintendent Mr.
Skeffington (Hume Cronyn). He challenges Skeffington's authority when he takes the class on an
overnight excursion to a Halloween celebration in Beaufort, South Carolina. And, for defying his
superior, Conrack is fired. In a terribly moving finale, he looks at his class and says, "My prayer
to you is that the river is good to you in the crossing." As his motorboat leaves the island, the
students play Beethoven's Fifth on a portable record player a tribute to their teacher and a lament
to his going.
If I had to make a general rule for living and working with children, it might be this: be very
wary of saying or doing anything to a child that you would not do to another adult, whose good
opinion and affection you valued.— John Holt
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Name _______________________________ Period ___________ Date ____________
English 3 – Pre-CFA Unit 2
Read the following poem carefully, then circle the letter that represents the best answer to
the questions that follow:
Fire and Ice
By Robert Frost
Some say the world will end in fire,
Some say in ice.
From what I’ve tasted of desire
I hold with those who favor fire.
But if it had to perish twice,
I think I know enough of hate
To say that for destruction ice
Is also great
And would suffice.
1. What do fire and ice symbolize in the poem?
a. Summer and winter climates
b. Anger and affection
c. Desire and hate
d. Building up and tearing down
2. Which quality of Romanticism does this poem depict?
a. Nature
b. Carpe Diem
c. Emotion
d. Individualism
3. In the context of the poem, what does the word “suffice” mean?
a. Displease
b. Adequate
c. Hurtful
d. Purposeful
4. Characterize “those who favor fire” (4)
a. Lustful
b. Impulsive
c. Hot
d. Defiant
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In what way does the speaker believe the world ends? What does he/she mean by this?
Use two pieces of evidence (direct quotations from the poem with line #’s) to support
your claim. Use complete sentences and write a well-organized response.
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
Advanced - Embeds textual evidence with appropriate citations and thoroughly connects
the evidence to the claim with little to no conventional errors
Goal - Embeds textual evidence and begins to connect the evidence to the claim with few
conventional errors
Developing - Makes a claim but is unable to connect the evidence to the claim, or the
claim is incorrect
Beginning - Unable to make a claim or provide relevant evidence
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Name _______________________________ Period ___________ Date ________ ____
Unit 2 Post-CFA
“Alone”
BY EDGAR ALLAN POE
From childhood’s hour I have not been
As others were—I have not seen
As others saw—I could not bring
My passions from a common spring—
From the same source I have not taken
My sorrow—I could not awaken
My heart to joy at the same tone—
And all I lov’d—I lov’d alone—

1

5

1. What does the “common spring” symbolize in the poem?
a. Collective Ideology
b. Societal Evil
c. Societal Expectations
d. Collective Meeting Place
2. Which quality of Romanticism does this poem depict?
a. Nature
b. Carpe Diem
c. Emotion
d. Individualism
3. In the context of the poem, what does the word “awaken” mean?
a. To question
b. To enlighten
c. To contemplate
d. To reject
4. Characterize the speaker.
a. Resigned
b. Frustrated
c. Content
d. Impassioned
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How does the text represent the speaker’s position? Use two pieces of evidence (direct
quotations from the poem with line #’s) to support your claim. Use complete sentences
and write a well-organized response.
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
Writing:
4 Advanced: Student integrates examples effectively and provides thorough and detailed
analysis and elaboration to support correct claim.
3 Goal: Student integrates examples effectively and provides adequate analysis and
elaboration to support correct claim.
2 Developing: Student either has an incorrect claim or does not elaborate on his or her
ideas effectively.
1 Beginner: Student makes no attempt to elaborate on ideas, regardless of claim.
Reading:

4 Advanced

3 Goal

2 Developing

Answer Key
1. A
2. D
3. B
4. C
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1 Beginning

ENG 3 Data Team Agenda Minutes

Focus of Meeting: (highlight all that apply)

Resources Needed for Meeting:

Reviewing of CFA
Reframing Summer Work
Common Planning
Other:

Curriculum
Laptops
CFA

Summary of Completed Tasks:
-Create CFA
-Summer work changed to in house writing
-Discussed possible texts to eliminate from Summer Reading

Next Steps/Future Agenda Items:
-Evaluate CFA
-Analysis of CFA data

Focus of Meeting: (highlight all that apply) Resources Needed for Meeting:

Analysis of CFA data & SMART Goals
Revising Summer Prompts
Create Unit 2 Pre CFA and Post CFA

Short Story Prompts
CFA Data
Unit 2 CFA poems

Summary of Completed Tasks:
Identified strengths and weaknesses from CFA data.
Discussed differentiation strategies as indicated from Pre CFA.
Created SMART Goals.
Created Unit 2 Pre and Post CFA.
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Next Steps/Future Agenda Items:
Pre CFA for Unit 2 Data Analysis
Discussing Short Story selections for Summer Work

Focus of Meeting: (highlight all that apply)

Resources Needed for
Meeting:

Analyze Unit 1 Post CFA for strengths and weaknesses
Common Planning and Pacing

Curriculum
Laptops
CFA
Pacing Calendar

Summary of Completed Tasks:
-CFA Analysis complete
-Unit 2 Pacing
-Common Planning for Unit 2

Next Steps/Future Agenda Items:
-Evaluate Unit 2 Pre CFA

Focus of Meeting: (highlight all that apply) Resources Needed for Meeting:

Winter Benchmarks

CFA Data

CFA’s
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Summary of Completed Tasks:
-Analyzed Benchmark text
-Read through teacher/student instructions for benchmark
-Analyzed data for Pre CFA Unit 2

Next Steps/Future Agenda Items:
-Common Planning
-Discuss lesson resources for Unit
-Discuss Unit 2 assessments

Focus of Meeting: (highlight all that apply) Resources Needed for Meeting:

Common Planning

Curriculum
Unit 2 Curriculum Materials

Summary of Completed Tasks:

-Backward planning outline for Unit 2
-Common Planning for Unit 2
-Common Resources
-Common Assessment Planning

Next Steps/Future Agenda Items:
-Assess Post CFA Data
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Focus of Meeting: (highlight all that apply) Resources Needed for Meeting:

CFA Data

Analyze Post Unit 2 CFA
Unit 3 Texts, and Resources

Summary of Completed Tasks:
-Analyzed data for Pre CFA Unit 2
-Analyzed strengths and weaknesses of Post CFA 2
-Discussed elaboration strategies used (emailed strategies PowerPoint to Data
team members)
-Discussed texts we will use in Unit 3 & 4
-Shared resources for Unit 3 & 4

Next Steps/Future Agenda Items:
-Discuss Data TEAM norms
-Discuss student work-Bring samples of CFA’s and QPA’s
-Common Planning for Unit 3
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DATA TEAM FORM: PRE-ASSESSMENT
English 3

TEAM:
DATE:
STANDARD:

RL11.1, W11.1

ASSESSMENT/
LEARNING OBJECTIVE:

Identify and elaborate on appropriate response

STEP ONE: DATA COLLECTION (COLLEGE PREP)
Teachers' Names

# of
students

Begin Ning

Developing

Goal

Penny

65

6

Flynn
Dolores

58
46

0
7

53
24

5
11

0
4

Jenny
Desdemona

13
35

7
0

5
30

1
5

0
0

217

20

162

Totals

50

Advanced

9

0

31

4

% at Goal or
above

% Below
Goal

14%

86%

9%

91%

33%
8%
14%

67%
92%
86%

16%

84%

From your benchmark data, explain your needs assessment (which skill area /trait have you identified and why?)

STEP ONE: DATA COLLECTION (HONORS)
Teachers' Names

# of
students

Begin ning

Developing

Goal

% at Goal or
above

Advanced

% Below Goal

Flynn

56

0

45

11

0

20%

80%

Jenny

55

4

42

9

0

16%

84%

Dolores

26

1

13

8

4

46%

54%

Desdemona

79

0

46

32

1

42%

216

5

146

Totals

60

5

31%

58%

69%

From your benchmark data, explain your needs assessment (which skill area /trait have you identified and why?)
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CP

STEP TWO: Analyze Strengths & Obstacles

What are the strengths of each group? Include evidence of these strengths.
Beginning

Developing

Goal

Attempted to write a brief

Students were able to use

response

evidence

Students were able touse
text evidence and answer
question correctly

Advanced
Students were able to integrate

text evidence, answer correctly,
and elaborate on evidence and

ideas
What are the obstacles of each group? Include evidence of these strengths.

Beginning

Developing

Students were unable to provide
evidence, answer the question
correctly, or understand the

symbolic meaning of the text

Students were unable to
answer the question correctly
or understand the symbolic
meaning of the text.

Goal

Advanced

Students were not able to
elaborate upon evidence or
interpret the symbolic
meaning of the text.

Students were able to elaborate
upon evidence and answer
questions correctly.

STEP THREE: S.M.A.R.T. Goals
Strategic/Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant/Rigorous, Time-bound
Targets

The percentage of CP students scoring at GOAL and higher
will increase from
as measured by Post CFA

to

16.00%

23.00%

by

STEP TWO: Analyze Strengths & Obstacles

HONORS

What are the strengths of each group? Include evidence of these strengths.

Beginning
Attempted to write a brief
response

Developing
Students were able to use
evidence

Goal
Students were able to use text
evidence and answer question

correctly

157

Advanced
Students were able to
integrate and elaborate on
evidence and text evidence,
answer correctly ideas

What are the obstacles of each group? Include evidence of these strengths.
Beginning

Developing

Students were unable to
provide evidence, answer the
question correctly, or
understand the symbolic

Goal

Advanced

Students were unable to

Students were not able to
Students were able to
answer the question correctly or elaborate upon evidence or
elaborate upon evidence and
understand the symbolic
interpret the symbolic meaning of answer questions correctly
meaning of the text.

the text

meaning of the text

STEP THREE: S.M.A.R.T. Goals
Strategic/Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant/Rigorous, Time-bound

The percentage of CP students scoring at GOAL and
higher will increase from

Targets

31.00%

41.00%
to

as measured by Post CFA

by

STEP FOUR: Differentiation Strategies

For the next

5

CP

weeks, we will apply the following strategies to support student learning:
(How often

each week)

Beginning

Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
are modified writing cfa's

(ex: "Levels of Reading Circles" or "Dialectical Notebooks")

Developing
Goal

Advanced

Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
are modified writing cfa's
Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
are modified writing cfa's
Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
are modified writing cfa's
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Once a
week

(ex: 4 times)
Once a
week

Once a
week

Once a
week

STEP FOUR: Differentiation Strategies

For the next

5

HONORS

weeks, we will apply the following strategies to support student learning:
(How often
each week)

Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
Beginning are modified writing cfa's
(ex: "Levels of Reading Circles" or "Dialectical Notebooks")

Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
Developing are modified writing cfa's

Once a week

(ex: 4 times)
Once a week

Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
Goal are modified writing cfa's

Once a week

Students will complete a "qpa" or "cte", which
Advanced are modified writing cfa's

Once a week
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DATA TEAM FORM:POST-ASSESSMENT
DATE:

STEP ONE: DATA COLLECTION
Teachers Names

number of
students

Jenny
Desdemona
Penny
Dolores
Flynn
Totals

CP
# at goal
or higher

14

7

50%

38
62
47
58
219

20
25
35
38

53%
40%
74%
66%
57%

125

STEP ONE: DATA
COLLECTION
Teachers Names

Jenny
Desdemona
Flynn
Dolores
Totals

% goal or higher

HONORS

# of
students

# at goal
or higher

47
80
59
26

37
69
51
25

78.72
86.25
86.44
96.15

212

182

85.85

% goal or higher

STEP TWO: Analyze Strengths & Obstacles
What are the strengths of each group? Include evidence of these strengths.
Developing
Beginning
Goal
Advanced
Beginning students were able narrator is upset
answer the literal reason why and were able to
the narrator is upset
use at least one
piece of textual
evidence.

Goal students were able Advanced students were able
identify the literal reason to identify the subtext of the
why the narrator is upset poem (and the literal reason
and integrate two pieces of why the narrator is upset),
textual evidence.
and elaborate effectively.
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What are the obstacles of each group? Include evidence of these strengths.
Beginning

Developing

Goal

Advanced

Beginning students
did not use text
evidence or
elaborate.

Developing students were
not able to answer the
question correctly, did not
integrate two pieces of
evidence correctly, or were
unable to elaborate upon
their answers.

Goal students were not
able to identify the
subtext in the poem.

Advanced students
encountered no
obstacles.

S.M.A.R.T. Goals
The percentage of students was supposed
to increase to
The actual results were

Difference

CP

Honors

23.00%

41.0%

57.08%

85.00%

34.08%

44.00%

STEP FOUR: Reflect on Differentiation Strategies
Beginning

Developing

Goal

Advanced

Listed below are the team's strategies from the Pre- form:
Students will complete a "qpa" Students will complete a Students will complete a or
"cte", which are modified
"qpa" or "cte", which are "qpa" or "cte", which are
writing cfa's
modified writing cfa's
modified writing cfa's
How do you know the strategies were successful?
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APPENDIX I
INSTRUCTIONAL DATA TEAM RUBRIC
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